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ABSTRACT 
In recent decades, development thinking has shifted from mainstream development 
strategies to more alternative development approaches incorporating various 
aspects of development such as equity, gender, sustainability, and participation. In 
South Africa, a country emerging from a past of injustice, community participation 
has become a central theme in social development as a way of addressing past 
inequalities. However, despite its popularity, there are concerns that its benefits are 
less visible. The literature on community participation shows that there are a number 
of factors why community participation in development projects has not been 
successful in many communities. On the other hand, literature on participatory 
development also shows that there are benefits of participation in development 
projects; community participation can be successful when the community has 
genuine participation in the process. However, there is evidence that even where 
participatory development has been successful, is not necessarily easy to replicate 
in other areas. 
This study sought to evaluate participation and how this affects the sustainability and 
success of the Ilitha farming project. Using the qualitative and quantitative indicators 
of participation by Oakley et al. (1991), which were adapted from various sources, I 
have shown that there was a high level of participation by members of this project 
who started on a small-scale basis, with minimal contributions in order to address the 
problem of unemployment, lack of skills and income opportunities, and growing 
poverty in the Ilitha community. The study has shown that success in participation is 
linked to the success and sustainability of the Ilitha farming project. This project is a 
success because it has achieved its initial objectives and has potential for 
expansion. In addition, the expansion of project activities has increased and sustains 
the project income throughout the year, benefiting not only project members but 
other members of the Ilitha community including the old age home, the HIV Aids 
awareness centre and households with patients needing assistance. 
Project success can be sustained on a long-term basis with a high level of 
participation through commitment, hard work, quality leadership, consultation, team 
work and respect for each project member as an equal partner irrespective of 
differences in age, gender and length of membership in the project. The level of 
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internal sustainability i.e. the ability for the project to maintain its own developmental 
momentum is evidently high. The executive has led the project from its inception in 
2003 to date with a clear vision and long-term commitment. However, there is a need 
for a succession plan in order to ensure continuity of the project as the current 
executive may not be able to continue due to old age. Secondary partnerships in the 
Ilitha farming project have had a significant impact on the level of success and 
sustainability of the project through the provision of funds, training and technical 
assistance. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
1.1 BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 
In recent decades, development thinking has shifted from mainstream development 
strategies to more alternative development approaches incorporating various 
aspects of development such as equity, gender, sustainability and participation. 
According to Botes and Van Rensburg (2000:41), the last two or three decades have 
seen a wider debate on community participation while the current decade has seen 
an increase in organised community participation by social movements, non-
governmental organisations (NGOs) and community-based organisations (CBOs). 
According to Raniga and Simpson (2002:187), in South Africa, a country emerging 
from a past of injustice, community participation has become a central theme in 
social development as a way of addressing past inequalities. 
The sustainability of community-based development projects remains the key to 
participatory development. It incorporates elements of other alternative development 
theories of the 21st century such as the basic needs approach theory, which 
prioritises the basic needs of people above any other development efforts. 
Participatory development is centred on people. Emphasis is placed on development 
that seeks to restore, reclaim and reinforce basic human capabilities and freedoms. 
However, in practice, the implementation of the people-centred approaches to 
development has not necessarily been effective; there seems to be a disjuncture 
between theory and practice.  According to Desai and Potter (2002), the argument 
on participation centres on the relationship between ‘taking part,’ ‘influence’ and 
‘power’ in community participation (2002:117). Despite its popularity, there are 
concerns that its benefits are less visible. Jennings (2010) highlights a number of 
factors why community participation in development has not been successful in 
many communities and there is evidence in the literature that community 
participation even where it has been successful, is not necessarily easy to replicate 
in other areas. This, according to Galjart (1981:156) and Botes and Van Rensburg 
(2000:52), is due to the different socio-political, environmental and government 
policy contexts and the complexity of particular communities that come into play. 
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According to Mansuri and Rao (2004:11), Simanowitz (1997:128) and Marais et al. 
(2007:13), community participation may be successful when the community has 
genuine participation in the process. There are a number of indicators reported in the 
literature as impediments to or contributions to the failure and/or weakness of 
community participation in development projects. At a local level, community 
development through participation is hampered by lack of transparency, weak 
leadership, conflict within the community, lack of commitment and lack of skills 
(Raniga & Simpson, 2002:187). Factors such as selective participation, over-
reporting of development success rather than failures, the prescriptive role of the 
state, disregard for soft issues (community involvement) with emphasis on hard 
issues (technological, material, physical), gate-keeping by local elites, excessive 
pressure for immediate results while undermining attention to institutional-building 
may also impede progress (Botes & Van Rensburg, 2000:42–51; Everatt, 2002:91–
93; Jennings, 2000). Since participation has become an accepted practice in 
development programmes and projects, the issue of evaluation has become 
important particularly from the late 1980s. 
1.2 RESEARCH PROBLEM 
Against this backdrop, I evaluated participation in the Ilitha farming project in order to 
determine how participation affects its success and sustainability. In evaluating 
participation, the instrumental and developmental goals of participation will be 
considered. The instrumental perspective is that participation is a means to an end, 
i.e. that participation can lead to successful project outcomes. On the other hand, the 
developmental perspective focuses on participation as an end in its self and as a 
means to self-development. 
1.3 HYPOTHESIS 
Effective community participation has a positive impact on the project outcomes. 
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1.4 CONTEXTUALISING THE STUDY 
1.4.1 Background of the Ilita farming project 
This study will be based on the Ilitha farming project. It is a development project of 
poultry and vegetable production and is based in Ilita, a semi-urban area of King 
Williams Town under the Buffalo City Municipality. Pensioners and unemployed 
youth started this project in 2003. Each member was expected to contribute R150. 
The unemployed youth could not make financial contributions as they had no 
income. The Ilita community experiences problems of a lack of income, job 
opportunities and inadequate skills. The objective of the project is to reduce poverty 
in the Ilita community, create job opportunities, and generate income for women and 
unemployed youth. The provincial government of the Eastern Cape, other public 
sector departments, NGOs and the private sector, have been supporting this project. 
1.5 PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
The purpose of this study is to evaluate how community participation by members of 
the Ilitha farming project contributes to its sustainability and success. 
1.6 PRIMARY RESEARCH QUESTION 
How can community participation be effective in the success of the Ilitha farming 
project? 
1.6.1 Research aims and objectives 
• Determine the type and level of participation in the Ilitha farming project 
• Determine the role of various sponsors and the Ilita community in the project 
• Describe how the state facilitates community participation 
• Determine how the project has impacted on the project members 
• Determine the success and sustainability of the project 
1.6.2 Research questions 
• What type and level of participation is present in the Ilitha farming project? 
• What role do the various sponsors and the Ilita community at large play in the 
Ilitha farming project? 
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• How has the state facilitated community participation? 
• How has the project impacted the project members? 
• How successful and sustainable is the Ilitha farming project? 
1.7 CHAPTER OUTLINE 
This study consists of six chapters. Chapter one describes the background of the 
study, research problem and the related research objectives. 
Chapter two of the study is a literature review related to community participation in 
theory and in practice. The chapter begins by defining the concept of community 
participation as defined by various experts in the field of participatory development. 
This is followed by arguments from the literature on the theoretical characteristics or 
tenets of participatory development, its benefits and challenges, as well as the 
qualitative and quantitative indicators of participation. 
Chapter three of the study is a description of the research design and methodology 
used in the study. This chapter will show in detail why case study procedure is the 
appropriate technique for this research. The techniques for data collection are also 
addressed in this chapter. 
Chapter four of the study presents the findings in relation to each of the five research 
objectives stated in chapter one above. 
Chapter five is an evaluation of participation using the qualitative and quantitative 
indicators of participation of Oakley et al. (1991) and shows how participation affects 
the success and sustainability of the Ilitha farming project. 
Chapter six presents conclusions and recommendations based on the findings of the 
study, as well as proposals on the way forward. 
1.8 CONCLUSION 
Chapter one describes the background and gives context to the study, identifying 
community participation as experienced in the Ilitha farming project as the research 
interest. Ilitha is a rural area in King Williams Town in the Eastern Cape. In this 
chapter the research problem and both the primary and secondary questions are 
presented. The purpose of the study and the outline of the research project is 
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communicated. In the next chapter the literature review follows and situates the 
research against the backdrop of theoretical and experiential based contentions 
defining community participation.     
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
In this chapter, I discuss issues related to community participation in theory and in 
practice. I begin by presenting the varied definitions of the term within the field of 
participatory development. The research of various authors who have written about 
community participation is discussed showing different aspects and views on 
participation. The conceptualisation draws on qualitative and quantitative indicators 
using the framework of Oakley et al. (1991:248–250) that shows indicators that 
would contribute to the success of community participation in a project. This chapter 
presents indicators that contribute to the failure and/or weakness of community 
participation. The benefits of participation are discussed followed by arguments from 
the literature on the theoretical characteristics or tenets of participatory development, 
its benefits and challenges as well as the qualitative and quantitative indicators of 
participation. 
2.2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
2.2.1 Participatory development practice: the historical emergence of 
community participation in development practice 
In order to have an in-depth understanding of the concept of participatory 
development, I will begin by giving a brief background of how the concept emerged 
within the development practice field. Mohan and Stokke (2000:247) state that in 
development research there has been a move away from holistic theorisation of 
development to a more empirically informed and inductive approach to development. 
Equally, in development practice, there has been a significant shift towards 
participation and empowerment of local communities and recognition of the 
importance of local knowledge generation as well as local development intervention 
(2000:248). This shows evidence of a significant shift from general theorisation to 
local participation and approaches. This factor has given rise to lobbying for a 
developmental approach that is participatory in nature. 
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Participatory development is a theory that emerged during the 1980s. According to 
Chambers (1997), the strongest advocates of participatory development argue that 
the economic development theories and practice advocated since the Second World 
War are biased towards Eurocentric practice, positivism and have a top-down 
approach which is itself disempowering. Midgley et al. (1986) argue that though 
contemporary notions of community participation have been popularised and 
formalised, the idea of participation is an ancient one. It finds expression in cultural 
traditions and practices of small preliterate societies. The key drivers in popularising 
this concept have been international development organisations, NGOs and 
academics. They have argued that in the third world, the poor and oppressed should 
be mobilised by external agents to participate in decision-making for social 
development at local level and that institutions should be established and 
strengthened for mobilisation of popular participation (1986:13) with equal 
distribution and benefits. It is further argued that by organising people and making 
them aware of their situation, community participation provides a mechanism for the 
mobilisation of the masses and a collective means of redress (1986:16). 
This theory is a critique of modernisation theory which advocated that poor nations 
model their economic development on the Western model, i.e. from traditional to 
industrial with the adaptation of Rostow’s four stages of economic growth. 
Proponents of participatory development argue that the tendency to equate 
development with the modernity achieved by Western nations and the copying of 
such development as planned by experts is problematic. It sidelines the contributions 
and capabilities of local people or ‘non-experts’ (Desai & Potter, 2002:50) and rejects 
top-down approaches to development, focusing on the grassroots level which allows 
for plurality of developmental goals beyond just economic growth as well as affording 
communities the determination they need (Mohan & Stokke, 2000). According to 
Desai and Potter (2002), participatory development is synonymous with 
organisations in civil society such as Non-governmental organisatins (NGOs), 
Community based organisations (CBOs) and Non-profit organisations (NPOs). The 
understanding is that because of the nature of civil society (smaller, more 
accountable, locally aware and hands-on), these organisations are more flexible, 
accountable and non-bureaucratic. Local knowledge and capabilities are utilised, 
local people are active in planning, implementing, monitoring and sharing in the fruits 
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of development and local people set the agenda themselves while outside agencies 
become responsive and take a facilitating role. 
Mohan (2001:1) agrees with this developmental approach. He argues that 
participatory development is a move away from a developmental approach that is 
biased towards Eurocentrism, positivism and top-downism which sidelines local 
people. However, this developmental approach has yielded limited benefits and 
critics have expressed their concerns since the late 1960s. The shortfalls of 
developmental approaches that were more geared to modernisation gave way to 
approaches to development that was said to be more people-centred. It must be 
noted here that participatory development itself was ushered in to the development 
discourse with conflicting definitions or different ideological views but as Mohan 
(2001:2) argues, reflect the broader goals that participation might achieve. The goals 
of participation were viewed by some (Mayo & Craig, 1995) to be instrumental, 
meaning that participation would increase the efficiency and cost-effectiveness of 
what is understood to be formal developmental programmes. Other advocates of 
participatory development (Esteva & Prakash, 1998) saw it as part of a 
transformative agenda where development itself is seen to be flawed because 
meaningful social change occurs only when non-hegemonic voices are sidelined. 
Literature on development trends shows how one approach of development is 
criticised and gradually becomes unpopular alongside the emergence of another. 
With people-centred development or participatory development as one of the 
alternative developmental approaches, researchers have noted that there is a 
disjuncture between the theory behind participatory development and the actual 
implementation and reality on the ground (Mohan, 2001:6). However, participatory 
development experiences that are reported in the development literature show that 
there are indeed benefits and challenges that have emerged with participatory 
development practice as will be shown in the discussion below. 
2.3 KEY VARIABLES IN COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 
2.3.1 Definition of ‘community’ and ‘participation’ 
Definitions of community and participation vary. According to the United Nations 
report (1979:225) in Desai and Potter (2002:117), community participation is ‘sharing 
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by people in the benefits of development, active contribution by people to 
development and involvement of people in decision-making at all levels of society.’ 
Nelson and Wright (1995:4–5) provide two definitions: one by the German Agency 
for Cooperation Enterprise for Sustainable Development, Deutsche Gesellschaft fur 
Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GTZ) which states that community participation is 
the coordination and power-sharing throughout the programme cycle, where external 
and local agencies work together on a project basis (1995:4). The second definition 
is by the World Bank (1994:6) which defines participation as involving stakeholders 
who ‘influence and share control over development initiatives, decisions and 
resources which affect them’ (Nelson & Wright, 1995:5). 
Mohan et al. (2000) cited in Mohan (2001:3) argue that with this approach, there is a 
sharing of responsibility for project implementation which ensures good governance. 
As noted by Mayo and Craig (1995:5–6) and Nelson and Wright (1995:7011), at the 
centre of all these arguments is the understanding that the process of participatory 
development is inherent, with a power struggle between the powerful and the less 
powerful and with the former trying to maintain their privileges (Mohan 2001:4). 
These definitions centre on local people having the power to take part in decisions 
and activities of the project and be in control of its resources and management. The 
concern is to what extent this happens in practice. 
Some refer to community participation as occurring in those communities that are 
deprived, not those with an affluent, wealthy, or elite lifestyle. It refers to 
impoverished villages or urban neighbourhoods. However, Midgley et al. (1986:25) 
argue that poor communities are not homogeneous and that inequalities characterise 
most forms of social organisation. There are differentiated levels of poverty with 
poor, very poor and not-so-poor that have differentiated levels of access to 
resources. The concept of community participation is concerned with the direct 
involvement of ordinary people in local affairs. In addition, Midgley et al (1986) make 
reference to definitions of the concept drawn from the United Nations Economic and 
Social Council resolutions of 1929 (LVIII) which states that participation requires 
three criteria: 
1. Voluntary and democratic involvement of people in contributing to the 
development effort; 
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2. Equitable sharing in the benefits derived from it; and 
3. Decision-making in respect of setting goals, formulating policies, planning, and 
implementing economic and social development programmes, with the poorest in the 
community having an effective role in development programmes (Midgley, 1986:24). 
Schurink (1998:407) defines participation as ‘the creation of a democratic system 
and procedure to enable community members to become actively involved and to 
take responsibility for their own development and to improve their decision-making 
power.’ Participatory development, as argued by Yadav (1980:87) in Davids et al. 
(2005:19), is different from involvement or consultation as it requires more than 
merely asking people for their opinion through social surveys or opinion polls as is 
the case for consultation or even by having an individual or group to represent the 
community’s interest at a gathering. Participation entails community being part of 
decision-making and implementation of a development programme by a community. 
It further entails that the community take part in the monitoring and evaluation of the 
development project throughout its life cycle and participate in sharing the 
development project benefits (Davids, et al. 2005:19). 
Raniga and Simpson (2002:182) state that central to any community development 
project is the notion of participation. The literature above shows that indeed there is 
widespread agreement that community participation is essential in any community 
development project despite it being understood to mean different things to different 
communities. In brief, it remains an ill-defined term. De Kadt (1982:574) cited by 
Raniga and Simpson (2002:182) argues that ‘the term participation has popularity 
without clarity, and is subject to growing faddishness and a lot of lip service.’ It is, 
however, important to identify and analyse the varied levels and types of 
participatory development concepts as this has a bearing on the success and 
sustainability of the project and consequently has an influence on the community. In 
the section that follows Raniga and Simpson (2002) and Midgley (1986) report 
different levels of participation. 
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2.4 TYPES AND LEVELS OF PARTICIPATION 
2.4.1 Authentic participation 
This type of participation involves a voluntary contribution to the development effort, 
a contribution to decision-making and an equitable sharing of the fruits of the 
development. Authentic participation, according to the United National Research 
Institute for Social Development (1980), is not imposed from above but rises from the 
grassroots; it stimulates awareness among participants of their capabilities to make 
choices and influence outcomes (Midgley, 1986:26). Authentic participation should 
not be coerced or induced, rather it must be as spontaneous as possible as it reflects 
a voluntary and autonomous action on the part of people to organise and deal with 
their problems unaided by government or other external agents (UN, 1981:8 in 
Midgley et.al., 1986). 
Much of the earlier literature on community development was pessimistic about the 
potential for community development. Some commentators argued that autonomy is 
achieved when people are aware of their capacity for independent collective action 
and taught the techniques of interacting with external agencies. This requires that 
communities be mobilised and that an attitude of confidence and cooperation be 
inculcated in them (Midgley et.al., 1986:27). Other experts take the view that there is 
an inherent capacity for participation and ability to organise themselves. I concur with 
the first view because poor people do utilise their existing capabilities and assets 
(social, human, natural and financial) within their means to survive. This is pointed 
out by Hakim (1982) drawing from his Latin American and Caribbean experience, 
namely, that poor people know what they require to satisfy their interests, meet their 
needs and solve their problems (1982:138). In other words, they do take positive 
steps to improve their circumstances within their context. Authentic participation is 
different from pseudo participation as it is more empowering. 
2.4.2 Pseudo participation 
This form of participation limits community involvement to implementation or 
ratification of decisions already taken by external bodies where officials whom local 
people do not support have predetermined regulations and modes of operation 
(Midgley, 1986:26). Although community members may live in the same social 
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economic and political context, they do not necessarily constitute a homogeneous 
economic and social group (Oakley et al., 1991:13). This affects their level of 
participation. Raniga and Simpson (2002) discuss seven levels of participation 
ranging from one where participation is an attempt by an external organisation to co-
opt communities to ‘rubber stamp’ decisions already made while, on the other hand, 
participation is a liberating process that leads to and facilitates empowerment and 
self-mobilisation (2002:183). As pointed out by Raniga and Simpson (2002:183), 
participation can be understood to be both a means and an end. In some forms of 
participation, the emphasis by those with a technical or financial background is more 
of participation as a means to an end while in others with a social community 
background, participation is seen as an end in itself. In this study, participation is 
evaluated as both a means to an end and an end in itself. 
In the following paragraphs Raniga and Simpson (2002) report six levels of 
participation. In the analysis in chapter five, the levels of participation in the Ilitha 
farming project will be demonstrated. 
2.5 LEVELS OF PARTICIPATION 
2.5.1 Passive participation 
Passive participation involves an external or outside organisation that has already 
been prepared. There is no input from the community members at the initiation or 
planning stage of the project. Because there is no consultation with the community, 
ownership can be a problem as community members may not embrace or feel part 
of the project. 
2.5.2 Participation by resource contribution 
This level of participation requires that communities contribute money, material, time 
and/or labour. According to Dube (2009:16), the contribution of money underpins the 
sustainability of most maintenance systems after project support and funds have run 
out. Participation by resource contribution has the ability to help participants have a 
sense of owning a share in the development project. De Gabriele (2002), referring to 
findings from a study on a water project, mentions that in most poor communities, 
there may be minimal monetary contributions yet these communities demonstrate 
their commitment towards the maintenance of the project. 
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2.5.3 Participation by consultation 
At this level of participation, people are consulted by an external organisation who 
may or may not modify the participants’ views to suit the plans or decisions of the 
stakeholder. Dube (2009:19) cautions that the problem with this level of participation 
is that usually the external stakeholder would already have determined project 
objectives and would have consulted communities simply to endorse the ideas 
presented by the external agent. 
2.5.4 Participation for material incentives 
According to Raniga and Simpson (2002:183), this level of participation requires that 
people participate by providing resources such as labour, in return for material 
rewards. It is likely that participation here continues as long as the project is being 
completed and the rewards received. This kind of participation is also called 
instrumental participation or as participation by cheap labour. This is different from 
interactive or spontaneous participation that are described below as there is no real 
ownership or stake in the project. 
2.5.5 Interactive participation 
Dube (2009:19) states that interactive participation is defined as the inclusion of the 
intended beneficiaries in diagnosing and solving the problem. The external agents 
play a facilitating role by providing guidance and support to the process of 
participation and do not dominate the process of participation. Project members are 
treated as partners in the project, respected and allowed to take responsibility. The 
concern, however, with this type of participation occurs in particular when 
government departments are involved as their planning cycles and budget 
allocations may not allow this kind of participation as it is time consuming. 
2.5.6 Self-mobilisation or spontaneous mobilisation 
According to Raniga and Simpson (2002:20), this level of participation exists when a 
group of people take initiatives independent of any external stakeholders. 
Communities get together for a common purpose and contribute towards this 
common purpose. Dube (2009:21) argues that this kind of participation is now 
evident in most development projects in South Africa. The advantage of self-reliance 
mobilisation or spontaneous mobilisation is that communities take decisions and take 
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initiatives that may not be initiated in conventional development planning. In this 
study, the Ilitha farming project fits this description of participation as members of the 
Ilita community mobilised themselves and took a decision to fight the problem of 
poverty in the community due to unemployment, lack of skills and lack of income- 
generating opportunities. The table below is a summary of the level of participation 
reported above. 
 
Table 1: Level of participation 
 
Level of Participation 
 
Description 
Passive participation Passive participation involves external or outside 
organisation that has already been prepared. 
There is no input from the community members 
at the initiation or planning stage of the project. 
Participation by resource contribution This level of participation requires that 
communities contribute money, material, time 
and/or labour. 
Participation by consultation At this level of participation, people are consulted 
by an external organisation who may or may not 
modify the participants’ views to suit the plans or 
decisions of the stakeholder. 
Participation for material incentives This level of participation requires that people 
participate by providing resources such as labour, 
in return for [material] rewards. 
Interactive participation The inclusion of the intended beneficiaries in 
diagnosing and solving the problem. External 
agents play a facilitators role by providing 
guidance and support to the process of 
participation and not dominate the process of 
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participation. 
Self-mobilisation or spontaneous mobilisation 
 
When a group of people take initiatives 
independent of any external stakeholders. 
2.6  THEORY OF PARTICIPATORY DEVELOPMENT: TENETS, 
CHARACTERISTICS AND THE DISJUNCTURE BETWEEN THEORY AND 
PRACTICE 
Though community participation has gained popularity in developing countries and is 
recognised by national and local governments as an alternative for development, 
there is evidence that in practice, the implementation of the participatory approaches 
to development has not necessarily been effective; there seems to be a disjuncture 
between theory and practice (Desai & Potter, 2002:52). This makes the case for the 
evaluation of participatory development projects more significant and useful in 
determining, for example, how participation affects project outcomes. A number of 
difficult issues are raised including harmonising the role of the state in community 
development with the community participation ideals and, on the other hand, on the 
complexities of community participation. Participation, according to Louw (2002), 
should be understood as a social process that is complex and composite and that 
constitutes smaller processes that are integrated, interrelated, and interdependent. 
These social processes are namely, communication, participation, learning, action-
planning, reflection and collective action, as well as technical knowledge in the form 
of specific skills, research, capacity building and management (2002:45). 
2.6.1 Focus on local level and local knowledge 
Participatory development focuses on the local or grassroots level (Mohan & Stokke, 
2000), cited in Mohan (2002:4–5) thus departing from the top-down approach of 
mainstream development. The grassroots-level approach according to Mohan 
(2002:5), permits the community self-determination as well as the realisation of the 
plurality of developmental goals by the community. However, the move towards 
focus on the local as the site of empowerment and knowledge seems to bring the 
promise within development theory and practice. According to Mohan and Stokke 
(2000:252), the move from relying on expert knowledge to local knowledge in theory 
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at least, permits development to be locally determined and free from the normative 
biases of non-locals. However, ‘local’ has its own politics of difference. Mohan 
(2001:4) argues that participation involves political struggle between the less 
powerful and the powerful, with the latter fighting to retain their privileges. Mohan 
and Stokke (2000:249) state that the danger with ‘the local’ is the tendency to 
essentialise and romanticise it whereby local social inequalities and power relations 
are not considered or understood. 
Participatory development shifts away from the reliance on expert knowledge which 
is focused on scientific approaches with planners working from a normative social 
model that alienates local experience and renders recipients of development as 
passive and conservative. This approach is foreign to existing local knowledge of 
development and yet there are benefits of local knowledge in participatory 
development on social change. These benefits are discussed under section 2.6.4. 
below. 
2.6.2 Complexities of community participation 
Though this type of development is centred around the involvement of local people, 
participation by various interest groups may be uneven in the community due to a 
number of factors, including dominance by elites such as landlords, shop owners or 
people who are politically connected, while vulnerable groups, for example, women 
and youth are marginalised. In addition, local people may not have control over 
processes that affect their lives and cannot tackle them at local level, such as the 
rules governing international trade (Desai & Potter, 2002:53). In some instances 
local problems have global causes such as the recession. Elliot (1975) in Midgley 
(1986:35) argues that deprived communities are differentiated in terms of status, 
income and power. He further adds that exploiters in many poor communities are 
comparatively ‘small fish’ who are themselves poor and exploited in turn by others. 
2.6.3 Factors affecting participation 
There are a number of indicators reported in the literature as impediments to or 
contributions to the failure and/or weakness of community participation in 
development projects. At a local level, community development through participation 
is hampered by lack of transparency, weak leadership, conflict within the community, 
29 
 
lack of commitment and lack of skills (Raniga & Simpson, 2002:187). In addition, 
there may be selective participation, over-reporting of development success rather 
than failure, the prescriptive role of the state, disregard for soft issues (community 
involvement) with emphasis on hard issues (technological, material, physical), gate- 
keeping by local elites, excessive pressure for immediate results while undermining 
attention to institutional-building (Botes & Van Rensburg, 2000:42–51; Everatt, 
2001:91–93, Jennings, 2000). 
According to Oakley et al. (1991:10-11), it is important to understand participation as 
occurring in a particular context and influenced by the economic and social forces of 
the context. In other words, the practice of participation does not occur in a vacuum; 
there are a number of factors, elements and phenomena that can strengthen and 
support participation in negative or positive ways. These factors can be grouped 
under three broad categories. First, there are structural obstacles which relate to the 
nature of the political environment in which the government has a strong influence on 
the potential for meaningful local level participation. This also includes the legal 
system of the government to promote participation and whether people are aware of 
their legal rights and of the services legally available to them. Oakley et al. (1991) 
further add that the legal system can have a direct effect on people’s involvement in 
their development e.g. the right of legal association of different categories for rural 
people. Administrative obstacles in particular involve government’s centralised 
administrative structures which retain control over decision-making, resource 
allocation and the information and knowledge which people require in order for them 
to play an effective role in development activities. If the planning of development 
projects and programmes is centralised it could either derail or deepen participation 
by a community. The costs in terms of time and finances of encouraging local 
participation in planning are substantial and governments need to commit to this 
concept (1991:12). 
Social obstacles relate to the historical tendency among rural people to be 
dominated and dependant on external assistance or local elite groups which in 
practice has meant that rural people become accustomed to leaving decisions and 
initiatives to their ‘leaders’. Consequently, this practice leads to lack of leadership 
and the development of organisational skills as well as inexperience in running 
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projects. It is re-enforced by hand-outs and actions which do not motivate people to 
take the initiative; it leaves them with a lack of confidence and a psychology of 
despair. In other words, the economic and social arrangements maintain the control 
by a few and perpetuate marginalisation and the exclusion of the majority. This state 
of affairs leaves little room for participation seeing that in general rural people have 
never before been invited to share in the activities and benefits previously dominated 
by others. 
2.6.4 Practice of participatory development: benefits and challenges 
Literature on participatory development shows evidence of real benefits brought to 
some local communities but equally, there has been reported abuse of the concept 
and an inability to address local needs and local processes. Hence a number of 
benefits and constraints that come with community participation have been reported 
in the literature (Bryant & White, 1982; Burkey, 1993; Gran, 1983; Khosa, 2000; Van 
der Waldt & Knipe, 1998). According to Khosa (2000:227), the more a community 
participates in projects, the more sustainable the development. When the community 
is involved in decision-making through to hands-on implementation, the life span of 
the project and the benefits received by the community are extended. In other words, 
project beneficiaries should be involved in project development, execution, and 
maintenance, so that they have ownership of the project and thus ensure the 
sustainability of the project. 
Acceptance by the community or development project beneficiaries is one of the 
benefits that is reported while Gran (1983:2) argues that participation presents an 
opportunity to influence development initiatives for marginalised groups, particularly 
women. On the other hand, participation promotes self-reliance and motivation for 
people to accept responsibility (Burkey, 1993:40–70). According to Louw (2002:2), at 
local level, it is the small-scale participatory development efforts that bring about 
concrete change that enable people to develop and become empowered. Oakley et 
al. (1991:17) summarise a series of arguments which see participation as extremely 
useful to the functioning of development projects: efficiency; effectiveness; self-
reliance; coverage and sustainability. The question is how far these arguments for 
people’s participation in development projects constitute tangible benefits for the 
people themselves as they propose radically different ways of operating (Morrissey, 
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2000:68). While there is evidence of benefits brought about by participatory 
development, some challenges have been reported. 
2.6.5 Tokenism 
Mohan (2001:9) argues that tokenism is one of the challenges that have emerged 
with the practice of participatory development as some agencies use the rhetoric of 
participation but in practice see minimal empowerment of the people. The argument 
is that development agencies tend to use the concept in order to be seen to be 
‘politically correct’. In Mohan’s terms this practice is ‘to be seen to have participatory 
credentials so as to gain funding or legitimacy’ (2001:9). 
2.6.6 Problem of approaching communities as socially homogenous groups 
Though participatory development is an improvement especially in empowering the 
people at managing their affairs as compared to the bureaucratic tendencies of 
government or external agencies, Mohan (2001:9) notes that the practice of 
participatory development in reality tends to treat or approach communities as 
though they were a socially homogenous group, thereby not taking cognisance of the 
local politics and differences that exist. These may include gender differences at 
household and community level and marginalised households amidst the elites who 
tend to be the ones in control of funding and possess authority. These elites may 
tend to be more articulate at relating to the community or communicating its needs 
while the most vulnerable and marginalised groups are perpetually sidelined (Mohan, 
2001:9). 
2.6.7 Participatory development creates opportunity for competition among 
local agencies 
Participatory development tends to breed competition among local development 
organisations. Mohan (2001:9) argues that when funding is released, it is those 
organisations that are better organised or recognised that receive the funding, 
creating opportunities for them to grow and become semi-commercial while the less 
recognised or weaker organisations lose out on receiving funding which further 
marginalises them. There needs to be a shift in the way funders of development and 
development agencies operate and partner, taking into account the real benefit for 
the communities that should participate and benefit in the development process. 
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Fowler (1998, in Mohan, 2001:11) states that development NGOs should form more 
genuine partnerships which Mohan (2001:11) refers to as the relatively powerful, 
non-local organisations which can use their political weight to raise awareness and 
campaign for reforms, while Evans (1997) and Ostrom (1996) argue for a synergy 
between civil society and the state, namely a state-society partnership that aims for 
lasting development and strengthens citizenship in the process. 
2.6.8 Role of the state in community participation 
According to Desai and Potter (2002:119), there have been few systematic 
examinations of the role of the state in community participation, one reason being 
that theorists are opposed to the idea that the state can contribute effectively to the 
promotion of community participation. For some, concern over the role of the state 
has been that it can be too domineering and limit participation. For example, a 
number of theorists argue that the main aim of the state on community participation 
programmes appears to be less about improving conditions for the poor or to 
modifying forms of decision-making, than about manipulating existing power 
relations in society and ensuring the silence of the poor (Constantino-David, 
182:190; Gilbert & Ward, 1984:770; Morgan, 1993:6; Rashman, 1993:226 cited in 
Botes & Van Rensburg, 2000:45). Community participation is often used by 
governments as a means of legitimising the political system and as a form of social 
control. The level of commitment by many governments to community participation 
has often been dubious or extremely limited. Formal channels have not always 
generated major benefits for local communities. 
Some theorists (Desai & Potter, 2002:119; Gilbert & Ward, 1984:239; Botes & Van 
Rensburg, 2000) on community participation tend to question the effectiveness of the 
state and are opposed to the idea that the state can contribute effectively to the 
promotion of community participation arguing that state responses to community 
participation in development have often been haphazard and poorly formulated. 
There is a lack of political will to implement participation because of its implications 
for the distribution of resources and power. Moreover, there are great variations in 
the extent to which these ideas have been applied in different countries. Mohan 
(2001:5) argues that the state is usually seen as an impediment to participation as it 
can be inflexible, bureaucratic and unaccountable. On the other hand, civil society 
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organisations are seen to be more able to organise communities to participate. The 
popularity of the state in community participation in development has also been 
dependent on the preferences of senior administrators, politicians and planners 
(Desai & Potter, 2002:119). In this study, the role of the state is to be more of an 
agent and facilitator of development projects. According to Burkey (1993:78), the role 
of agents in development is two-fold. One is to facilitate human development or 
conscientisation. Once this process of critical awareness-building has begun among 
a group of rural poor, then the agent’s role changes to one of being an organisational 
and rural business consultant. Burkey further adds that one of such roles is to work 
with the people and not for them because people have to be the subjects and not the 
objects or targets of change. 
Another role would be to assist groups during their establishment phase to analyse 
and make decisions regarding their rules and objectives, decision-making, 
leadership and financial controls. In other words, agents must be skilled in the task of 
social organisation by enhancing people’s participation in decision-making, 
identifying and mobilising resources and establishing simple bookkeeping systems. 
Even if they do not have the technical expertise themselves, change agents can 
enable people to acquire specific skills of a technical, social or political nature that 
would lead to greater self-reliance. 
In the South African context, the government has adopted policies that recognise the 
contribution of the public in various aspects including governance, drafting of policies 
and legislation and in development-related programmes. The state has put in place 
social and economic policies to address the triple challenges of poverty, inequality 
and unemployment in the Eastern Cape Province, one of the poorest provinces with 
an unemployment rate recorded at 27%. The Department of Social Development and 
Special Programmes has a programme to deal with poverty alleviation there. Its 
Directorate of Community Development deals with programmes to alleviate poverty 
some of which are focused on the social and economic upliftment of women. The 
department is also responsible for the rendering of professional social welfare 
service practitioners through integrated community-based initiatives. The department 
seeks to address the challenge of poverty not from a humanitarian or welfare 
perspective, but from a developmental approach which seeks to empower vulnerable 
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and poor communities to reduce their experience of poverty through community 
development interventions and initiatives. 
One of the programmes under this department is to empower communities to 
participate in development projects which the government funds and this is guided 
and regulated by government policy framework/mandates and legislation. The 
department also works in partnership with the private sector as well as NGOs, CBOs 
and NPOs. However, despite adopting and implementing participatory approaches to 
development projects, there is evidence of failure in many of the development 
projects that the department supports though success is also reported in some 
projects. Various reasons were cited for project failures and successes by the 
portfolio committee on Social Development and Special Programmes in the Eastern 
Cape Provincial legislature in 2011 as well as in the department’s annual report of 
2010/11. The state remains one of the key players in facilitating or creating an 
environment for communities to participate in their own development and in the 
2012/13 financial year, the Eastern Cape Department of Social Development and 
Special Programmes’ budgeted about R14 million that was committed to support 
community development projects (Interview with Official from the 
Department,November 2013). It is important, therefore, to understand the role of the 
state in community participation, in this instance in facilitating community 
participation in the Ilitha farming project. It remains to be seen in this study how 
effective the state has been in facilitating development in this project. 
2.7 INDICATORS OF PARTICIPATION 
While there has been widespread support for the notion of participation, knowledge 
of appropriate indicators of this participation is said to be limited (Oakley, 1991:247). 
Dube (2009:22) adds that an analysis of research work on community participation in 
the South African context, shows that there are no set criteria to measure success or 
failure in community participation. This could be attributed to the reality that the 
degree of success or failure varies from project to project and that most authors 
identify indicators of success and failure in different contexts. Oakley (1991:247) 
points out that researchers are grappling with the process of participation indicators 
to be used as an evaluation framework. He concludes that there are not model lists 
or authoritative guidelines of indicators of participation. However, Oakley has 
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developed a composite list of qualitative and quantitative indicators drawn from a 
number of sources. These are the indicators adopted in this study for evaluating 
participation and how they affect the success and sustainability of the Ilitha farming 
project. 
It should be noted that not all indicators by Oakley et. al were present in this study. 
According to Morrissey (2000:59), indicators are a means through which the 
progress, effectiveness, or outcomes of a development project can be understood 
and in one form or another measured or explained. Qualitative evaluation is 
concerned with describing the characteristics and properties of a process of 
participation over a period. Participation, according to Oakley (188b), ‘cannot be 
squeezed into a set of numbers....[while] descriptive statements should be prepared 
with indications of the changes which have occurred.’ 
The quantitative indicators emphasise material development, that is, economic 
organisational participation in the project activities and development momentum. The 
qualitative indicators focus on development efforts to the growth of people and their 
organisation, for example, organisational growth, group behaviour, group self-
reliance and empowerment. From these indicators, the study will analyse and 
conclude the success and sustainability of the development project in chapter five. 
Each of these broad indicators has a number of sub-indicators. 
2.7.1 Quantitative indicators 
2.7.1.1 Economic indicators 
The economic indicators are the measureable economic benefits of a project by the 
use of commonly employed quantitative techniques. The indicators here consider 
community members employed as workers as well as beneficiaries of the project and 
the direct economic benefits to project members (Oakley, 1991:248). 
2.7.1.2 Organisational indicators 
These refer to the percentage of rural adults within the project area who have 
knowledge of the existence of project organisation; number of formal members in the 
project; frequency of attendance of project meetings and changing size of 
membership over the period of the project (Oakley, 1991:48). 
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2.7.1.3 Participation in project activities 
This indicator measures the association of project groups formed with other similar 
projects forming associations, attendance rates at meetings, number of project 
members actively involved in project group meetings, total workdays contributed by 
members to project activities, and the number of project group members who acquire 
positions in other formal organisations. 
2.7.1.4 Development momentum 
This indicator of participation measures the number of project members aware of 
and in contact with development agencies and their services; number of project 
members who receive formal training from the project; number of links established 
with similar project groups and the internal sustainability of the project to maintain its 
own development momentum (Oakley, 1991:248–249). 
2.7.2 Qualitative indicators 
Oakley et al. (1991:249–250) argue that few researchers agree that quantitative 
indicators alone are adequate to evaluate fully the process of participation; these 
indicators are relevant but limited when used on their own (1991:249). It is important 
therefore, that qualitative indicators of participation are considered as they involve 
the quality of participation or the human and behavioural aspects of the process of 
participation. Because qualitative indicators manifest themselves over time, there is 
a need to observe and record them over time for one to make judgements. The 
broad qualitative indicators of participation are: organisational growth, group 
behaviour, group self-reliance, and empowerment. The focus here is quite distinct 
from the quantitative indicators in that it is on development efforts on the growth of 
people and their organisation. I will describe them individually below. 
2.7.2.1 Organisational growth 
This indicator measures the internal structuring of a project group; allocation of 
specific roles to group members; the emerging leadership structure and the 
formalisation of group structures. 
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2.7.2.2 Group behaviour 
Under this broad indicator, the qualitative aspects relate to the changing nature of 
involvement of project group members, an emerging sense of collective will and 
solidarity, involvement in group discussions, and the ability to analyse and explain 
issues and problems (Oakley et al. 1991:250). The changing nature of project group 
members will show the membership size and growth changes in the project. This has 
a bearing on participation. According to Dube (2009:34), the nature of involvement of 
project group members empowers each project participant to solve problems without 
necessarily relying on the executive leadership. The sense of collective will and 
solidarity is important as is the ability to analyse and explain issues and problems 
which shows the level at which project members understand the project needs, 
identify problems and find solutions on their own. Involvement in group discussions 
allows participants to be part of planning, decision-making and implementation of 
project activities. 
2.7.2.3 Group self-reliance 
To evaluate participation under this aspect, five sub-indicators are considered. To a 
certain extent these are related somewhat to each other and as Oakley (1991:248) 
points out, may not necessarily all be present in a project. The first is the level of 
group members’ understanding and knowledge of government policies and 
programmes. Governments have planning cycles and set programmes, budget for 
each financial year and have policies and mandates that guide their programmes. It 
is important, for example, that project members are aware of programmes and 
budgets so that they can be empowered to make decisions on when and how to 
submit proposals that will stand a good chance for consideration and 
implementation. The ability of a project group to propose and to consider courses of 
action is the second indicator. This is related to the first indicator in that it shows that 
project members have the capability to understand the project needs and can 
identify where and how to solve problems through seeking assistance. This shows 
self-reliance as they do not depend on an external organisation to identify the project 
needs and solutions for them. 
The third indicator is the changing relationship of a group with the project staff/group 
facilitator. The relationship between project leadership or executive members and 
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the rest of the project members is important for quality participation. Where there is 
conflict and misunderstanding and lack of shared vision, participation may be 
affected negatively. As Dube (2009:37) points out, the relationship between the 
project facilitator and project staff should change for the better, the project facilitator 
should be approachable and staff feel that they are all equal in the project. The 
fourth indicator; formalisation of identity of the group, requires that the project 
establish a formal identity. This can be done through legal registration processes. 
For example, most of the projects supported by the Department of Social 
Development and Special Programmes in the Eastern Cape have a formal identity 
and registration. Because of this, projects can formally partner and network with 
government departments, banks and other organisations. Lastly, the indicator on 
independent action undertaken by the group is an important one in measuring 
participation as it shows self-reliance and not dependence on external organisations 
to take action for project members. 
Oakley et al. (1991: 250) note that qualitative indicators of participation in projects 
manifest over a lengthy period, so it may require researchers and evaluators to 
monitor these indicators over an extended period in order to make judgements. Dube 
(2009:37) shares the same argument and refers to self-reliance, noting that it may be 
difficult to measure as it takes a long time for projects to reach a stage where they 
can be self-reliant. This is even more true for projects that are relatively new and still 
trying to set up or establish themselves in the first few years. However, I think for 
projects that have been active for a number of years, such as the Ilitha farming 
project which has been active since 2003 (ten years now), one can use data on the 
project to measure whether the project is now self-reliant and also measure other 
indicators. 
2.8 CONCLUSION 
The concept of participatory development emerged within the development practice 
and research discourse in the 1980s as a move away from development centred on 
top-down approaches that sidelined the local people. Although it involves 
participation of people at local level it has, however, been noted that this approach to 
development has complexities and shows evidence of a disjuncture between theory 
and practice. Some commentators argue that less vulnerable groups remain 
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voiceless or that local problems may be beyond the control of the local context. In 
addition, there is also evidence of factors that may contribute to the failure or 
weakness of participation that need to be identified. With this understanding, it 
remains important that participation in development projects be evaluated and that 
when evaluating, these factors be taken into account in order to determine the 
success and sustainability of the development project. Chapter three below, presents 
the research design of the study. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
RESEARCH DESIGN 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
This chapter presents the research design that was used for the study with the aim 
of showing in detail what methodology was used to collect and analyse data. The 
advantages and disadvantages of the case study methodology are presented 
followed by the sampling frame and data collection methods. These include 
interviews, focus groups, documentation, observation and field notes. Project 
members and project stakeholders were the primary sources of data for the study 
where information on participation, project impact, project success and sustainability 
and project partnerships was collected and analysed. 
3.2 QUALITATIVE CASE STUDY METHODOLOGY 
This study is a formative evaluation using the case study procedure. The Ilitha 
farming project was visited and data was collected using the indicators of 
participation. Mouton and Marais (1996) state that evaluative research is primarily 
concerned with the assessment or evaluation of the effectiveness of a practice, 
intervention or social programme (1996:45). I collected and analysed information on 
project participation, partnerships, the role of government in facilitating participation, 
impact of the project on project participants and the success and sustainability of the 
project. According to Bless and Higson-Smith (2000:51), a formative evaluation is an 
evaluation of the programme in order to improve it. They argue that the evaluator 
needs to consider both the theoretical and practical questions of the project. On the 
theoretical level, the evaluation considers whether the content of the project has 
been adequately adapted to the social reality of the community and whether 
conceptual definitions have been adequately operationalised. On the practical level, 
the evaluator has to consider the availability of resources for the project, the most 
effective way of using the resources and potential areas of difficulty in the project 
(ibid). 
I undertook an exploratory case study research in collecting data from the Ilita 
farming project. According to Babbie (2011:301), a case study approach focuses 
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attention on a particular instance of social phenomenon, such as a village, a 
community or a family. The main purpose of a case study may be descriptive or 
explanatory or both. This project will be presented as a case study for the purpose of 
evaluating the indicators of participation in development projects. This strategy 
allowed the researcher to report on findings while assessing the context of the 
projects. Yin (1994) argues that the case study technique allows for the explanation 
of the causal links in real-life interventions that are rather too complex to understand 
using survey or experimental techniques. The case study method also allows for the 
description of an intervention and the real-life context in which it occurs as well as 
illustrating or describing topics within an evaluation. This technique also allows for 
the exploration of situations in which the project being evaluated has no obvious 
outcomes (1994:15). The case study procedure was chosen because it allows for 
findings to be reported while assessing the context of the project. 
The case study has advantages and disadvantages. According to Yin (1994:9), 
although the case study is a distinctive empirical inquiry, many researchers have 
disdain for this strategy as they consider that it lacks rigour. A case study is 
generalisable to theoretical propositions and not to populations or universes. In other 
words, this strategy does not represent a sample but a specific incidence of a 
theoretical proposition (1994:10). Case studies explain what happens in context, 
unlike surveys where respondents can only choose between responses. In a case 
study, intervention is not always neatly packaged because it sometimes takes long 
periods of time before a project can be implemented and in most cases realities on 
the ground dictate otherwise. Neuman (1997:29) points out the case study allows 
one to describe the project, how it was established, the process of implementation 
and challenges in the project. This method also allows the researcher to study 
attitudes and behaviours within a natural setting. The data are usually more detailed, 
varied and extensive and most involve qualitative data (1997:29). 
The second disadvantage is that it can be subjective in that the researcher may 
influence the study especially in the analysis stages. However, to overcome this, 
triangulation or multiple methods were used in this case study during the data 
collection process. Data collection was not limited to visiting the project only but a 
number of sources were contacted to obtain background information on the project 
42 
 
from people who were connected to it. In order to avoid subjectivity, one instrument 
was designed and applied to all project members. The interview schedule was open- 
ended and allowed respondents to freely express their thoughts and nuances on the 
particular subject or question discussed. In the analysis stage the project is analysed 
on the basis of qualitative and quantitative indicators of participation. This assisted 
the researcher to avoid subjectivity. 
The benefits of the qualitative approach are that it is flexible, can be specifically 
tailored to the needs of the evaluation using open-ended approaches and can greatly 
enhance the findings of an evaluation through providing a better understanding of 
stakeholders’ perceptions, priorities, conditions and processes that may have 
affected the programme’s impact. However, the drawback is on the subjectivity 
involved in data collection, the lack of a comparison group and the lack of statistical 
robustness in light of the small sample size, all of which make it difficult to generalise 
to a large, representative population. In order to minimise or avoid subjectivity, the 
researcher will use triangulation or the multiple methods approach to collect and 
validate data in the case study. The following methods will be used for data 
collection. 
3.3 SAMPLING FRAME AND DATA COLLECTION METHODS 
Since I used a case study method to conduct the research, a single project is the 
focus of the evaluation. The Ilita farming project is one of the development projects 
that is being supported by the Department of Social Development and Special 
Programmes in the Eastern Cape Province. This particular project was chosen 
because it is one of the community development projects that the community 
members themselves initiated and developed in response to the prevailing socio- 
economic conditions in the King Williams Town and surrounding areas where 
unemployment and poverty are rife. It is one of about thirty-four community projects 
supported by the Department of Social Development and Special Programmes. The 
researcher had a sampling frame (list of community development projects supported 
by the department). According to Bless and Higson-Smith (2000), it is important to 
have a sampling frame as it ensures that a representative sample is used. They add 
that this list should not exclude elements of the population under investigation and 
that all elements of the population have the same chance of being drawn into the 
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sample, or that, at least this probability can be specified (2000:86). In choosing this 
sample (case study), the researcher requested the department for a list of all 
projects that it supports that are community owned/initiated, have reported success 
and have been running for at least three years. This would allow sufficient data to 
evaluate participation and the success and sustainability of the project that has been 
running for a long period, making the evaluation of participation more meaningful. In 
addition, the project would also have to be in the Amathole District Municipality for 
ease of reach. 
The following methods were applied in collecting, validating, and ensuring reliable 
data. 
3.4 OBSERVATION 
Time was spent at the project site to observe and gain first-hand experience of the 
project in the field. Comprehensive field notes were documented throughout the 
period and broad open-ended questions were asked of project members. 
3.5 INTERVIEWS 
Semi-structured, face-to-face qualitative interviews were conducted with project 
members using Rubin and Rubin’s (1995:3) approach. Their model of qualitative 
interviewing emphasises active participation of the interviewees for their voice to be 
heard. This was done using an interview schedule (see Appendix 1). According to 
Dawson (2002:29), an interview schedule is a list of specific questions or a list of 
topics to be discussed. The interview schedule had specific questions and sub- 
questions which were developed prior to the interview. Semi-structured interviewing 
is the most common method used in qualitative social research. This type of 
interview is used when the researcher wants to obtain specific information which can 
be compared and contrasted with information gained from other interviews. Though 
the interview schedule has a list of questions, the interview remains flexible so that 
other important information can arise (ibid). 
Bless and Higson-Smith (2000:105) add that this allows for respondents not to be 
restricted but can relate their own definitions or responses in describing a situation or 
views. I had direct personal contact with participants of the project to answer 
questions relating to the research problem. A representative from one of the project’s 
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main partners (Department of Social Development and Special Programmes) was 
interviewed telephonically as it was not possible to meet face-to-face with her. This 
interview provided information on the partnership the department has with the Ilita 
farming project and confirmed some of the information that project members had 
provided. 
3.6 FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS 
In addition to the above methods of data collection, the researcher also conducted 
focus group discussions with the project executive and the other project members. 
This is a qualitative method of collecting data which sometimes is called group 
interviewing. It entails studying people by bringing them together as a collective in 
one space where they will participate in a discussion guided by the researcher who 
will interview and observe them in a private and comfortable environment (Babbie, 
2011:315). The focus group method is based on structured, semi-structured or 
unstructured interviews. It allows the researcher to question several individuals in a 
group (5 to 15 people) systematically and simultaneously. Babbie (2011:315) states 
that the advantages that this method of data collection provides are that: it has 
flexibility, high face validity, speedy results, minimal costs, and in general maximises 
the researcher’s time. In addition, group dynamics of a focus group have the 
advantage of bringing out aspects of the topic that might not have been anticipated 
by the researcher and may not have emerged from individual interviews (ibid). 
However, the disadvantages of focus groups, according to Krueger(1988:47) cited in 
Babbie (2011), are that the researcher has less control than when having individual 
interviews. It is difficult to analyse the data collected while social and economic 
differences between groups can be troublesome. Moreover, at times it is difficult to 
assemble groups. In this study this was not a challenge as the project is made up of 
eight project members, seven of whom were present during the focus group 
discussion. There is also the problem of one or two people dominating the 
discussion thereby reducing participation by other members of the group (Babbie 
2011). According to Bliss and Higson-Smith (2000), this is attributed to their ability to 
articulate their ideas competently because they have better linguistic and educational 
skills (2000:110). The interviewer minimises this factor by ensuring that the rest of 
the participants are encouraged to participate. Interviewers must be well-trained and 
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resist bringing their own views and over-directing the interview and the interviewees. 
With this understanding, during the focus group discussions, I realised that the 
executive was made up of co-founders of the project and that the other four had 
joined the project from 2010. I guided the questions to each member allowing them a 
chance to relate their experiences from the time they joined the project. This was 
done at the project site office with which participants were familiar and felt at ease to 
contribute to the discussions without fear. 
3.7 USE OF DOCUMENTATION 
In this study a literature review was conducted which provided both a theoretical 
framework for the study and references to other research. An analysis on community 
participation and an evaluation of projects were attempted. This information was 
collated and integrated with the data that was obtained in an attempt to add any 
nuances that might reside in the sources. Primary and secondary sources included 
books, journals, government reports and policies and other sources. The information 
from these sources was compared with data already gathered, and then added as 
new information to the present study. 
3.8 DATA ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK 
The aim of this study was to evaluate participation and how it affects the success 
and sustainability of the Ilita farming project. This was done using the Oakley et al. 
(1991) evaluation framework described in chapter two under section 2.7 (19–23). 
Data was also analysed using the approach of Rubin and Rubin (1995:226–227). It 
began while the interview was underway as this guided the researcher to redesign 
the questions to focus in on central themes as the interviews continued. According to 
Rubin and Rubin (1995:227), this serves as a preliminary analysis and what will 
follow is a detailed and fine-grained analysis of the conversations with the 
interviewees. As follow-up interviews were conducted with the project members, the 
researcher discovered additional themes and concepts that contributed towards an 
overall explanation of some of the project phenomena. Concepts and themes were 
identified and used to make connections and explanations. 
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3.9 CONCLUSION 
This chapter has presented the research design of the study. The methodology that 
was used is the case study methodology as it focuses attention on a particular 
instance of social phenomena; in this case focus is on the Ilita farming project. The 
sample consisted of all eight project members as well as representatives from the 
main project partner, the Department of Social Development and Special 
Programmes where data was collected through focus group discussions, interviews, 
field visits for observation and the taking of field notes. The following chapter 
presents the findings of the study. These findings will be presented using the set 
objectives of the study discussed in chapter one as the guiding themes. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: 
PROJECT FINDINGS 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
This chapter presents the project findings of the study in relation to the research 
objectives stated in chapter one (see page 5). Analysis of the project in terms of 
indicators of participation, success, and sustainability will follow in chapter five. In the 
methodology chapter, I stated that data will be collected through focus group 
discussions and interviews with the members of the Ilita farming project as well as 
with the Department of Social Development. I also conducted a site visit to observe 
and collected field notes on the project. Although an interview schedule with initial 
questions was compiled and used to facilitate the discussion, the interview was an 
open one. In the process of the group interview, more questions were initiated as the 
discussion unfolded (see Appendix 1). 
I felt the need for follow-up interviews and these were conducted telephonically. As 
the data from the study is presented in this chapter, it is important to remember that 
the Ilita farming project was initiated in response to poverty, lack of income 
opportunities and skills, as well as unemployment among the community of Ilita. The 
indicators of participation and the project impact have been separated. As Morrissey 
(2000:59) argues, it is useful to separate the two in order to gauge the level of quality 
in community participation. I will start by presenting results related to participation. 
4.2 TYPE AND LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION IN THE ILITA FARMING PROJECT 
The type and level of participation is one of the objectives of this study as shown in 
chapter one (page 4). There are different types and levels of participation that have 
been discussed in the literature review chapter under section 2.4 (page 5–7). In this 
study, there is evidence of participation that tends to be authentic and self-mobilised 
rather than passive. The type and level of participation in this study falls within the 
following categories: spontaneous mobilisation, interactive participation, participation 
by consultation and participation by resource contribution. From this finding on the 
level and type of participation, my analysis is that this kind of participation falls within 
the definition of participation given by Schurink (1998:407) who defines participation 
as ‘the creation of a democratic system and procedure to enable community 
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members to become actively involved and to take responsibility for their own 
development and to improve their decision-making power.’ 
4.2.1 Spontaneous mobilisation 
Chapter two states that spontaneous mobilisation is when a group of people decide 
to take action without outside intervention. There is evidence of both spontaneous 
and interactive participation in the Ilita farming project. The project was initially 
started voluntarily in 2003 by a group of five pensioners and six unemployed youth 
from the Ilita community to rear chickens as a source of income for a living. This was 
in response to the challenge of unemployment, lack of income opportunities, skills, 
and growing poverty in the Ilita community. They took the initiative independent of 
any external organisation to do something about these challenges. Project members 
took the initiative of starting chicken production by rearing chickens in their 
backyards as there was no project site at the time. This is authentic participation, as 
noted by Midgley et al. (1986), who state that authentic participation is when project 
participants are not coerced or induced, but rather that membership is spontaneous 
and reflects voluntary and autonomous actions. 
4.2.2 Interactive participation 
At the time of the visit to the project, the Ilita farming project had eight project 
members, but one has since left. It was reported that there is interaction between the 
project members (primary stakeholders) and their partners (secondary stakeholders) 
as these play a facilitating role in the project. For example, project members stated 
that as vegetable gardening and chicken production were expanding, they had 
identified a need for skills development in project management, financial 
management and reporting, poultry production, marketing and crop production. The 
Department of Social Development and Special Programmes as one of their 
partners, facilitated the provision of training and skills development for project 
members as well as exposure to activities and events in agriculture that take place in 
the province. The project members also saw a need for guidance in monitoring the 
quality of the produce, showcasing it to the wider community, as well as inspecting 
their farming practices. For this reason, the project members engaged the 
Department of Agriculture (DoA) on an on-going basis to provide guidance and 
support in these areas. 
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4.2.3 Participation by consultation 
This type of consultation involves external agents with whom the project has formed 
partnerships. The project members reported that they are usually in consultation with 
various stakeholders/funders who assist them in project grant funds, project 
machinery, infrastructure, technical assistance, training and information provision. 
The project members identify their project needs then send out requests to different 
partners. More detail on the partnerships and their assistance will follow when I 
discuss the role of sponsors under 4.3. 
4.2.4 Participation by resource contribution 
This type of participation requires that participants contribute time, money and/or 
labour. As pointed out earlier, the project was started in 2003 by eleven members 
composed of six youth and five pensioners. At the time, members had to contribute 
R150 to start up the project. The members reported that the unemployed youth could 
not afford this contribution but instead contributed their labour and time to the 
project. According to Dube (2009:16), participation by resource contribution has the 
ability to help participants have a sense of ‘having a take’ in the development project. 
However, this does not seem to reflect or guarantee long-term commitment in the 
project as all the youth left the project for different reasons. Currently in 2013, the 
joining fee is R300 and as none of the members who joined after 2012 were able to 
pay this fee they contributed their time and labour to the project. In terms of labour 
and time, project members work from Monday to Thursday from 08h00 to 16h30. As 
a team, they start the day with prayers and a briefing on the days’ activities, orders, 
tasks, and how they will all execute their respective duties. Where possible they 
allocate different tasks to each person but also handle some tasks as a group 
depending on the scale and urgency of a task. While project members do most of the 
project work, they also involve casual labour contracted from the community. The 
eight project members share benefits derived from the project equitably. 
In chapter two different definitions of participation have been discussed including 
concerns that participation has had little effect on communities. From the findings on 
the type and level of participation in the Ilita farming project, the quality of 
participation has been high and beneficial to the project partners and the project 
itself. Some of the aspects alluded to in the varying definitions are what define 
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participation in the Ilita farming project such as: voluntary and democratic 
involvement, active involvement in decision-making, stakeholders’ sharing of 
decisions and resources, equitable sharing of the benefits derived from the project 
and implementation of development programmes. 
4.3 FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO PARTICIPATION IN THE ILITA FARMING 
PROJECT 
One of the questions that the respondents were asked was to identify factors that 
affect their participation. The following were reported. 
4.3.1 Strong leadership 
The Ilita farming project has a strong leadership made up of four people, three of 
whom are co-founders of the project. They lead the project with a shared vision of 
what the project should achieve in order to be successful and share their knowledge 
and experience from the project. 
4.3.2 Commitment and skills 
Respondents commented that long-term commitment despite the project challenges 
is what drives them to carry on. One of the respondents said that ‘this project is in 
us’. The skills and knowledge that the project members have gained through training 
have enhanced their ability to participate actively in the project. 
4.3.3 Transparency 
Transparency was evident in the project as the project members reported on the 
project structure and management. It became apparent during my visit that the older 
members in the project (who are the executive) take the lead in the project; however, 
all eight members are decision-makers of the project and manage the project 
consultatively. Information on the financial status of the project and the future plans 
are shared among project members. Project members also mentioned that any one 
of them can represent the project. The project has a constitution which regulates 
how they work, relate to each other and how they manage the project. This covers 
how the project must be run, what is expected of project members as well as 
disciplinary and behavioural aspects. An example cited by project members in terms 
of behaviour is when a member becomes ill-disciplined at work (arriving late for duty, 
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or reporting for duty under the influence of alcohol). The constitution sets out steps to 
follow in order to rehabilitate the member including the serving of warnings and even 
suspension from the project for a period of time. Project members are expected to 
work together as a team, report to work every day and make decisions as a 
collective. Project meetings are held daily and members are given a chance to share 
their concerns. Decisions are taken on a participatory basis by the whole 
membership. 
4.4 ROLE OF VARIOUS STAKEHOLDERS 
4.4.1 Role of sponsors in the Ilita farming project 
Project members related how the Ilita farming project has over the years established 
partnerships with different secondary stakeholders. Some of the partnerships have 
lasted as long as the assistance given, while others are on-going. From its inception 
in 2003, the Ilita farming project has had partnerships with different government 
departments within the Eastern Cape Province and the national government. They 
play varying roles in the partnerships including assistance with project grant funds, 
technical assistance, provision of project machinery, infrastructure, training and 
information provision. I will discuss the role of each secondary stakeholder in order 
according to the year in which the partnerships were forged. 
Initially when the project started in 2003, there was no project site. Project members 
used their own backyards for chicken production. In the same year, the project 
members approached the Buffalo City Municipality for a disused sewerage site 
situated within the Ilita community for them to use for rearing chickens. This was 
granted to the project in early 2004. The project members mentioned after receiving 
the project site from the Buffalo City Municipality that it was quite a challenge at the 
time to run the project as security was a problem as well as limited funds. The 
project requested assistance from the South African Bureau of Standards (SABS) for 
the construction of a security fence and a chicken run at the site. An amount of 
R49,000 was granted to the project. Despite this donation for infrastructure there 
was the challenge of not having electricity. In 2005, the project members, for 
assistance regarding the connection of electricity, approached the Adventist Disaster 
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and Relief Agency (ADRA) based in Port Elizabeth. This was granted at a cost of 
R25, 000. 
An application was made to Eskom for funding but Eskom’s response was that they 
would be willing to assist the project on condition that the project has other activities 
in addition to chicken farming. In 2005/2006 Eskom came on board and sponsored 
chicken feed and seedlings supplied by Lucia Marketing. It was then that the Ilita 
farming project started with vegetable gardening (potatoes, cabbage and spinach). 
The Department of Social Development and Special Programmes became a long-
term partner with the Ilita farming project from 2008 after members of the project 
applied for funding to extend the chicken run, construct water storage tanks and 
provide office furniture and fencing for the garden. An amount of R500,000 was 
granted for this from 2008 to 2010. 
In addition, the department facilitates the provision of training on various aspects of 
the project including the distribution of information on the current trends and events 
in agriculture that happen in the province. As the project became more visible and 
expanded in the production of chickens and vegetables, other project needs 
emerged and other partners came on board from the national government 
departments. In 2010, the Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) granted the Ilita 
farming project a truck to assist with the delivery of produce from the project as well 
as funding for a borehole to ensure a constant water supply for farming especially 
because the municipal water supply was inconsistent due to drought in the area. In 
2012, the Amalgamated Bank of South Africa (ABSA) formed a partnership with the 
Ilita farming project. The partnership was facilitated by the Department of Social 
Development and Special Programmes to sponsor the Ilita farming project to pilot 
the orange-fleshed sweet potato, which is rich in vitamin A. This was aimed at 
addressing the problem of malnutrition in the community and other areas in the 
Buffalo City Municipality. In July 2013, the Eastern Cape Development Corporation 
(ECDC) under the Department of Economic Development and Environmental Affairs, 
assisted the Ilita farming project with project resources valued at R75,000. This 
assistance was provided through KDA Construction which provided 1500 day old 
chicks, two new chicken shelters with feeders, a three-week supply of chicken feed, 
two small water tanks (for the chicken run), two deep freezers and a mini-abattoir for 
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slaughtering, cleaning and dressing chickens for selling purposes. All partners 
monitor the project during the period of assistance; they visit the project site and 
generate reports on the project. 
4.4.2 Role of the Ilita community at large 
The project members reported that through the expansion and improved quality of 
produce from the farming project over the years, the project has become visible and 
a leader in vegetable and chicken farming in the Ilita community. However, they 
reported that despite this, they do not get as much support from the immediate Ilita 
community in terms of demand for farm produce. They gave an example of the lack 
of support from the schools within the Ilita community, which have school nutrition 
programmes but are not buying produce from the Ilita project. However, they do get 
significant support from the neighbouring villages of Mdantsane and Bovana and the 
broader King Williams Town area. It also emerged in the discussion with project 
members that they support the community in different ways such as job creation. As 
the project has expanded and the need for extra labour arises during particular 
seasons, the project engages community members that seek casual work. Every 
member in the project can identify reliable, committed and trustworthy community 
members to assist on a contract basis. An amount of R40 a day is paid for casual 
work. 
In addition, the respondents reported that they have the social responsibility of 
providing meals and food parcels to the needy in the community. Currently, once a 
month, the project provides food parcels (soup, vegetables, bread, chickens) to poor 
households, sick community members as well as to the HIV Awareness Centre and 
the old age home in the Ilita community. They have seen an interest from community 
members to join the Ilita farming project. However, the project members are careful 
not to take on anybody without being convinced that they are trustworthy and willing 
to work. 
4.4.3 Role of government in facilitating community participation 
According to the project members, the Department of Social Development and 
Special Programmes facilitates project development. The project is one of the many 
community projects that are listed under this department for assistance and support. 
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According to the representative from the department, the mission of the department 
is ‘to improve the quality of life and social well-being of the poor and vulnerable with 
a special focus on women, youth and people with disabilities through integrated 
developmental social services’ (interview with Department official, October 2013). 
The department facilitates the provision of funds, skills development and training, 
exposure to trends and developments in the agricultural sector, and information 
provision on events happening in the province. The role of the state, through the 
department, is reported to be supportive and not dominating even though the support 
comes with prescriptive guidelines and requirements, particularly with the 
implementation and monitoring of project activities. 
It is worth noting here that in the literature, there is concern over the role of the state 
that can be too dominating and limits participation. For example, several researchers 
argue that the main aim of the state on community participation programmes 
appears to be less about improving conditions for the poor or to modifying forms of 
decision-making, than manipulating existing power relations in society and ensuring 
the silence of the poor (Constantino-David, 1982:190; Gilbert & Ward, 1984:770–
780; Morgan, 1993:6; Rashman, 1993:226 cited in Botes & Van Rensburg, 2000:45). 
Governments often use community participation as a means of legitimising the 
political system and as a form of social control. The level of commitment by many 
governments to community participation has often been dubious or extremely limited. 
Formal channels have not always generated major benefits for local communities. 
Project members also reported that the Department of Social Development and 
Special Programmes facilitates partnership for the Ilita farming project through 
identification of partners in the public and private sector to facilitate development. 
This according to the department representative is because government does not 
have all the resources and expertise to facilitate development (Interview, October 
2013). For example, the department facilitated the partnership with ABSA bank 
during the introduction of a pilot project at Ilita farming project as reported above 
under section (4.4.1). Respondents stated that because they receive funds from the 
department, its representatives visit the project regularly to monitor and report on the 
way the project uses funds. Participants also reported that the Department of Social 
Development and Special Programmes provided them a constitution that guides the 
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project on a day-to-day basis. The DoA and the ECDC also facilitate reporting on the 
activities/resources that were supported by them. These findings show that the role 
of the state through the different government departments has been to facilitate 
development through the provision of funds, training and technical support. Unlike 
the claim of the writers in chapter two who argue that government seems to have a 
limited role in participatory development projects, there is evidence of the opposite in 
the Ilita farming project. 
4.5 PROJECT IMPACT ON PROJECT MEMBERS 
The results presented here are on the developmental benefits of participation to 
project members. As stated in chapter two, indicators of empowerment help to 
address the question of how participation impacts on personal development. 
Empowerment is one of the benefits of participation and as such, is an important 
variable to determine successful participation. Initially when the project started, 
project members had no formal training in the project activities. They relied on their 
individual experiences and knowledge of chicken farming. Project members reported 
that since they began forming partnerships with different organisations and 
departments, they have received technical and soft skills training facilitated by some 
of the project partners discussed under 4.3.above. 
These skills have assisted project members in sustaining the expansion of their crop 
of vegetables and chicken production. Some of the training includes crop production 
and chicken management (facilitated by the DoA); financial management, proposal 
and report writing, project management (facilitated by the Department of Social 
Development and Special Programmes). In addition, project members also pointed 
out that over the years, as the project activities have expanded members have 
gained experience from being active in the project and this has developed their 
confidence in managing the project. With the skills and experience gained they have 
been empowered to run the project on their own, engaging partners when necessary 
for consultation. Empowerment here is understood to be a personal change in 
consciousness involving a movement towards control, self-confidence, and the right 
to make decisions and determine choices. Empowerment is also about organisation 
aimed at social and political change (Canada International Development Agency, 
1995 cited by Morrissey, 2000:67). 
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Participants were asked to identify themes related to the personal development that 
they had gained from participating in the Ilita farming project. Table 2 below shows 
the responses. 
Table 2: Indicators of personal growth within the Ilitha farming project 
Indicators Measures 
Livelihood/Income  Monthly remuneration calculated at R60 a day 
 Daily midday meal 
 Crop harvest (vegetables) 
 Income from sale of farm produce (chickens, vegetables, manure) 
Skills development  Acquisition of project management skills 
 Ability to draft project proposals for funding 
 Crop management 
 Chicken production 
 Report writing 
 Financial management 
Relationship and 
networks 
 Ability to create partnerships with other organisations 
 Mutual respect for team members and partners 
 Shared understanding and vision of the project 
 Motivation to become involved and to sustain their commitment to 
the project 
 Ability to obtain information through networks on farming practices 
and events in the province 
Confidence  Increased self-confidence with the new skills, experience and 
networks acquired 
 Motivated 
 Loss of fear of failure 
 Increased project accountability 
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 Self-reliance 
Leadership  Increased credibility and visibility in the Ilita community and beyond 
 
In the literature on participatory development, there are concerns raised on 
constraints and what the real benefits of participation are because of abuse of the 
concept and the inability to address local needs and local processes. From this 
study, however, the table above and the indicators in section 4.6. below, present a 
number of benefits of participation some of which are similar to those reported by 
theorists over several years (Bryant & White, 1982; Burkey, 1993; Gran, 1983; Louw, 
2002; Khosa, 2000; Van der Waldt & Knipe, 1998) discussed in chapter two. 
4.6 SUCCESS AND SUSTAINABILITY OF THE PROJECT 
Project participants were asked to report on their experience of the project’s success 
and sustainability. They reported that the main objective of starting the Ilita farming 
project was to fight the problem of unemployment, lack of income opportunities and 
skills, and growing poverty in the Ilita community. The level of participation presented 
under section 4.2 above has contributed to project outcomes and the level of project 
success and sustainability. Project members emphasised that these objectives were 
achieved as well as other benefits of participating in the project. In chapter two there 
is an argument from the literature on participation, namely that the more a 
community participates in projects, the more sustainable the development and that 
when the community is involved in decision-making and hands-on implementation, 
the life span of both the project and the benefits received by the community are 
extended (Khosa, 2000:227). This concept is confirmed by the findings in this 
research as the high level of participation has translated into project success and 
sustainability. Below are the responses from project members grouped in themes to 
confirm this: 
• Improved income; (received award for best income-saving project) 
• Employment creation; 
• Skills and training development; 
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• Project expansion and challenges overcome; 
• Improved project visibility and leadership; 
• Networks and partnerships formed; and 
• Potential for diversification of project activities. 
4.6.1 Improved income generation 
In 2004, the project opened two bank accounts, one was a savings account (for day- 
to-day operations), and the other a cheque account (used to save income). Income 
is generated from the production of chickens and vegetables. During the time of the 
visit in September 2013, the project had 1500 chickens (three weeks old) that would 
be ready for sale from six weeks old; some portions of the vegetable garden 
(cabbage and spinach) were ready to sell; and chicken manure was also available. 
Project members reported that because they had gained skills in chicken 
management and seasonal crop production (butternuts, potatoes, spinach, cabbage, 
orange-fleshed sweet potato), they ensure that there is produce ready for the market 
throughout the year. In other words, at any given time of the year there is income 
generated from either the sale of vegetables or chickens and chicken manure. 
Project members also reported that they prioritise saving from the income generated 
to ensure project continuity. Sales are recorded daily and banked monthly. 
Participants shared their experience from September 2009 when the Department of 
Social Development and Special Programmes awarded the Ilita farming project a 
certificate for ‘Excellence in saving from the project’ and a container that is used for 
preparing meals for project members. 
4.6.2 Employment creation 
Project participants mentioned that employment creation is one of the project 
objectives. They responded that this has been achieved as they are now fully 
engaged in the project from Monday to Thursday and receive a monthly income of 
R60 a day. In addition, the project has created employment for other community 
members that are contracted on a need basis and remunerated at R40 a day. 
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4.6.3 Skills and training development 
The lack of skills development and training is another reason why the project 
members started this project in 2003. They reported that though they had some 
experience in chicken production, they had limited knowledge. However, over the 
years, they have gained a number of technical and soft skills from participating in the 
project particularly with the support of the DoA that offers guidance and monitors 
their farming practices as well as from the training facilitated by the Department of 
Social Development and Special Programmes. Some of these skills are listed in 
table 1 above. 
4.6.4 Project expansion and challenges overcome 
While the Ilita farming project started as a chicken farming project with few 
resources, over the years it has increased production, infrastructure and resources. 
From the initial production of less than 500 chickens in backyards, project members 
reported that currently they can raise 1500 chickens that are sold from six weeks old 
as they have the infrastructure and training needed for this level of production. The 
vegetable farming has also expanded due to the uninterrupted supply of water and 
availability of space. Participants reported that currently, with the assistance of 
project partners, the Ilita farming project has the following infrastructure: farming land 
with fencing (two hectares for vegetable farming and 1000 m2 for built infrastructure) 
that includes a borehole, five water tanks, chicken houses with feeding facilities, a 
mini-abattoir with its machinery, furnished office space and a borehole. 
In terms of challenges faced, respondents reported that over the years the project 
has experienced a number of challenges most of which have been overcome. It was 
reported that security of the farm infrastructure and produce (particularly theft of 
chickens) was a challenge until the security fencing was erected. Before the project 
was assisted with the water tanks and borehole, the project relied on the municipal 
water supply but with constant interruptions in water supply due to drought. As a 
result, vegetable farming was limited to small areas. At present, the most pressing 
challenge the project is facing is the rising cost of chicken feed. One of the 
respondents said ‘We spend a lot of money on chicken feed and our sponsorship for 
chicken feed is usually limited to the first few weeks of feeding the chickens.’ Another 
challenge facing the Ilita farming project is the concern raised by executive members 
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on ensuring the long-term sustainability of the project by having a plan in place to 
take over the leadership once the current executive is no longer able to continue due 
to old age. 
4.6.5 Improved project visibility and leadership 
Project members reported that they are now known in the Amathole district, the 
province and at national level for their quality produce and continuous production. 
The project supplies to a local supermarket, households in and around the Ilita 
community and other outlying areas outside King Williams Town. In August 2013, 
they entered a competition that was organised by the DoA and the project won 1st 
prize at district level and 2nd prize at provincial level in the female farmer awards. 
The aim of the competition was to expose and motivate women to work hard in the 
farming sector. 
4.6.6 Networks and partnerships formed 
Over the years, the project has attracted partnerships that contribute to the project 
significantly. The problem of tokenism pointed out by Mohan (2001:9) under chapter 
two above is not evident when analysing partnerships and networks that are formed 
by the Ilita farming project. They have all played a significant role in facilitating 
project growth and sustainability through the provision of funds, training and 
knowledge. For greater detail on their role, see the discussion above, under Section 
4.4. Partners include 
• Buffalo City Municipality 
• South African Bureau of Standards (SABS) 
• Amalgamated Bank of South Africa (ABSA) 
• Adventist Disaster and Relief Agency (ADRA) 
• Department of Agriculture (DoA) 
• Department of Social Development and Special Programmes 
• Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) 
• Eastern Cape Development Corporation (ECDC) 
• KDA Construction. 
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4.6.7 Potential for diversification of project activities 
During group discussions, respondents demonstrated that they are aware of how the 
project has expanded and they see potential in expanding further. They pointed out 
that they would like to introduce the manufacturing of chicken feed as well as 
production of canned foods. They stated that the production of chicken feed would 
assist them in cutting down on the high expenditure for chicken feed and that it 
would be an additional source of income as they would become suppliers of chicken 
feed. This shows initiative and long-term planning for the future growth of the project. 
4.7 CONCLUSION 
This chapter presented findings of the study within the frame of the study objectives 
listed in chapter one. Findings from the study show that the Ilita farming project has a 
high level of participation that is more liberating than passive. Strong leadership, 
commitment and transparency are reported to be contributing to the high level of 
participation. Project members reported that they have benefited from the project 
citing personal growth and ranging from monthly income to self-confidence. The 
project also benefited some Ilitha community members. The project has established 
a number of secondary partnerships with the Department of Social Development and 
Special Programmes being one of the main partners. The department plays a 
facilitatory role to the project facilitating other partnerships for training, funding and 
technical assistance. The project has shown success and sustainability as it has 
achieved its objectives and has expanded over the years. The project also shows 
potential for future growth and expansion. The next chapter is an analysis of 
participation using qualitative and quantitative indicators proposed by Oakley et al. 
(1991). The effect of participation on the success and sustainability of the project will 
also be discussed. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
In this chapter, I analyse the findings in chapter four above in order to determine how 
participation affects the success and sustainability of the Ilita farming project. 
Analysis will be framed within the bounds of data presented in chapter four covering 
all five objectives of the study as well as making reference relating to chapter two 
(literature review). In the methodology chapter, I indicated that participation would be 
evaluated using qualitative and quantitative indicators as proposed by Oakley et al. 
(1991). When the development emphasis is on the growth of people the primary 
focus is on qualitative indicators and when the emphasis is on material development 
quantitative analysis Is preferred. 
The broader areas covered under quantitative indicators include economic 
indicators, organisational indicators, participation in project activities and 
development momentum. The broader areas covered under quantitative analysis are 
organisational growth, group behaviour and group self-reliance. Each of the broad 
areas has sub-indicators and these will be used to evaluate in detail community 
participation in the Ilita farming project. The approach to the evaluation is of 
description and interpretation. I will show the indicators presence or absence. In 
some cases, the indicators are quite similar, therefore, where this happens I will 
avoid repeating the information by referring to earlier discussions. I pointed out 
earlier in chapter one that I would evaluate participation from a developmental 
perspective where participation is seen as both a means to and an end in itself. It will 
be evident from this analysis that participation has many aspects. Within this context, 
the presence of the indicators of participation shows the quality of participation which 
leads to the project outcomes, namely project success and sustainability. 
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5.2. QUANTITATIVE INDICATORS 
5.2.1 Economic indicators 
5.2.1.1 Measurable economic benefits of the project as a result of participation 
Economic benefits of the IIita farming project were measured by how much the 
project is making from a monetary point of view. The data presented in chapter four 
show that there is evidence of significant project income. Since the project’s 
inception in 2003, it has relied on membership contributions. Over the years, since 
the project forged partnerships for assistance, the project has grown in terms of the 
scale of project activities that generate income. The vegetable and chicken 
production has increased as well as the quality of the produce. We also see that 
despite the project’s challenges, the project members were determined to succeed. 
The project members’ commitment and determination attracted the financial support 
of the Department of Social Development and Special Programmes and other 
stakeholders. The project started with personal contributions of only R150 but have 
now attracted sponsorships of up to R500,000 dispersed in tranches. The project 
also started on a very small scale but improved to a stage where it is supplying the 
local community throughout the year with chickens and vegetables on a larger scale. 
The project is able to save substantial amounts for project operations. For example, 
in 2013, though the project received a sponsorship from KDA Construction of 1500 
chickens and chicken feed for three weeks, the project was able to use savings from 
project funds to sustain the feeding needed until the chickens were sold. 
In addition, the project is able to pay the following: project members a monthly salary 
at R60 a day; accountant’s monthly fee of R400 and an annual fee of R2000 for 
preparing the annual financial report, and contract workers at R40 a day. Since 
2012, the project has been insured with Sanlam for a monthly premium of R1 087. 
All these expenses are paid from project savings. In addition, other members of the 
Ilita community are also benefiting from the project through the assistance given. 
The old age home, the HIV/Aids Awareness Centre and the households that have 
sick people receive food parcels on a monthly basis. According to Oakley 
(1991:248), when measuring this indicator, one has also to consider the future in 
order to sustain this level of activities. I will return to this factor later in this chapter. 
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5.2.1.2. Assessing the economic impact of the project on beneficiaries as a result of 
participation 
As mentioned elsewhere in the study, the Ilita farming project currently has eight 
members that fully participate in the project and get a share of the profits and farm 
produce as reported above. Given the growing problem of poverty and lack of 
employment opportunities in this semi-rural community, the financial benefits from 
the project for both its members and contract workers provides significant relief for 
them and their households. In addition, members also benefit from the crop when it 
is ready for harvest and sale. 
5.2.2 Organisational indicators as a result of participation 
All four sub-indicators measured under this indicator are present: focus on the level 
of knowledge that project members have about the project; number of formal project 
members; the changing size of membership over the project period and frequency of 
attendance at project meetings. 
5.2.2.1 Level of project knowledge as a result of participation 
From the interview with project members, it was quite evident that it is the long-
serving members (executive) in the project, who confidently provided information 
about the project history. The newer members that joined from 2010 spoke about the 
project from the time they had joined. However, all participants shared as much 
knowledge on current project activities and knowledge of the future expansion plans 
for the project. There is evidence of a shared vision and commitment to expand the 
project further. Local knowledge and capabilities are utilised, project members are 
active in planning, implementing, monitoring and sharing in the fruits of development 
and set the agenda themselves while secondary partners become responsive and 
take a facilitating role. This conforms to what Desai and Potter (2002:50) argue on 
supporting participatory development as discussed in chapter two (page 6). 
5.2.2.2 Number of formal members in the project 
During the project visit, the current number of formal members in the project was 
eight. However, since the visit in September, one of the members that had joined in 
2010 left the project due to disciplinary problems. The number of members has 
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never exceeded ten. Project members stated that they are willing to bring on board 
more members, however, they know from the experiences of other projects that 
when there are many members, consensus can be difficult particularly because 
some members may not share the benefits of prioritising saving project profits before 
remunerating project members. One project member’s response was that ‘if there 
are many people in a project it is difficult to manage finances as others want the 
money and do not want to save, this can cause conflict and misunderstanding.’ The 
project members seem to be concerned about who joins the project. They want to be 
convinced that the person is trustworthy and hardworking, that he or she can 
contribute to the success and sustainability of the project. It is not clear from the 
literature what is the kind of relationship that exists between size of project 
participants and project outcomes. In the Ilita farming project, participation, project 
success and sustainability are evidently high possibly because of the small number 
of project members. 
5.2.2.3 Changing size of membership 
The project initially started with eleven members consisting of youth and elderly men 
and women. Since 2004, all the youth have left the project voluntarily for various 
reasons. Some left citing despondency when they felt that there was slow progress 
and no returns from the project despite putting in their labour and time; others left as 
they found paying jobs elsewhere while others were suspended for disciplinary 
problems. Whatever the reason for leaving, the constitution states that this must be 
put into writing. Despite this, there have been new people that have joined also for 
different reasons. One of the project members that joined in 2010 said that he had 
joined the project because he had seen how over time the Ilita farming project had 
been growing and making a difference in the community: ‘I was attracted to the Ilita 
farming project by the commitment and results that I saw over the years.’ This shows 
that those who have remained in the project continue to work hard, are hopeful and 
put in more effort despite this experience. The project continues to succeed and 
remain sustainable. 
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5.2.2.4 Frequency of attendance at meetings as a form of participation 
Meetings are conducted on a daily basis at 08:00 hours. There is no record of this as 
there are no minutes taken. Minute-taking only happens when they meet with other 
stakeholders or when preparing for other meetings with stakeholders. Daily morning 
meetings are started with prayer followed by discussions on what and how the tasks 
for the day will be executed. As indicated in chapter four, depending on the scale of 
the tasks and their urgency, members either work as a group or are assigned 
individual tasks. For example, all members would feed 1500 chickens and clean the 
chicken run at a particular time. 
This responsibility includes Fridays when they are off duty but are all expected to 
attend to the chickens twice that day. Other meetings are held as the secondary 
partners request them and visit the project to monitor how funds are utilised. Again 
all project members are expected to attend these meetings to report on project 
activities and project needs to funders. In terms of participation, this shows 
commitment to project expectations and willingness to work as a team which has a 
positive impact on the project outcomes. 
5.2.3 Participation in project activities 
This indicator is present in the project as a whole. There are five sub-indicators: 
number of project groups or associations of project groups formed; number of 
members and attendance rates at project group meetings; number of members 
actively involved in project group meetings; total workdays contributed by members 
to project activities and number of project group members who acquire positions in 
other formal organisations. There are no project groups formed; this is due to the 
small number of project members. Therefore the sub-indicator on number of project 
groups formed and number and attendance rates at project group meetings are not 
available. I will discuss two of the indicators from the perspective of the project as a 
whole. Number and attendance rate at meetings has been discussed above. 
5.2.3.1 Total workdays contributed by members to project activities 
In measuring this indicator, I use the number of times project members are supposed 
to report to a project site. Project members are required to report daily to the project 
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site. Attendance is high as monthly remuneration is calculated by the number of days 
that one has worked. Work is evenly distributed depending on the tasks or demand 
of work to be done and each member is expected to achieve set targets agreed 
upon. As no members have any formal employment, they are full-time involved in the 
project from Monday to Thursday. This shows consistency in the amount of 
productive time and effort put in to the project by all members which results in 
successful project outcomes. 
5.2.4 Development momentum in participation 
This indicator of participation also directly speaks to the success and sustainability of 
the project. Knowledge of development agencies and their support, skills 
development, and the internal project sustainability play a role in the success and 
sustainability of the project. 
5.2.4.1 Number of project members aware of development agency services 
All eight project members are aware of and in contact with development agencies’ 
services. As indicated in chapter four (4.4.1 & 4.6.6.) project members are aware of 
development partners and their support. 
5.2.4.2 Number of project members receiving formal training from the project 
All project members have the same opportunity to receive formal training such as 
bookkeeping, chicken management, proposal writing skills, and marketing 
techniques. Skills development is one of the benefits of participation reported in the 
literature on participatory development. 
5.2.4.3 Number of links established with similar project groups 
This indicator was not present in the study. There are no links established with other 
similar projects. Project members reported that they would welcome any 
organisation that wants to work with them in order to expand; however, they are not 
sure of the credibility of some of the organisations. 
5.2.4.4 Project internal sustainability 
At this stage, I discovered that the project has had support from external 
stakeholders. Members of the project are not sure whether they can sustain the 
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project in the long term if there is no external support for resources and training. In 
addition, the project executive members realise that their efforts have made a 
significant contribution to the project and this has to be continued when they can no 
longer run the project. 
5.3 QUALITATIVE INDICATORS 
I will now analyse and interpret the qualitative indicators. As pointed out in chapter 
two, Oakley argues that few researchers agree that quantitative indicators alone are 
adequate to evaluate fully the process of participation; they are relevant but limited 
when used on their own (1991:249). It is important, therefore, that qualitative 
indicators of participation be considered as they involve the quality of participation or 
the human and behavioural aspects of the process of participation. The broad 
qualitative indicators are: organisational growth, group behaviour, group self-
reliance, and empowerment. According to Oakley, since qualitative indicators 
manifest themselves over time, there is a need to observe and record them over time 
for one to make a judgement. This is a limitation on the part of data collection in this 
study as little time was spent at project level. Certain phenomena needed to be 
observed over a period but because this was not possible due to limited time and 
resource, I relied on the information provided by project participants in evaluating 
qualitative indicators of participation. 
5.3.1 Organisational growth 
5.3.1.1 Internal structuring of the project group 
As reported in chapter four, the Ilita farming project has eight members. Four 
members make up the executive structure (the co-founders are the chairperson, 
secretary, treasurer and one additional member who is not a co-founder). Though 
there are old and new members, they plan and make decisions together. The project 
has a constitution which regulates how the project operates, as well as guidelines on 
procedures and penalties for irregular conduct. In addition, the project maintains two 
bank accounts and has an accountant who reports on the project’s financial 
activities. 
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5.3.1.2 Allocation of specific roles to group members 
This indicator is present and was discussed above (5.2.4.). Project activities include 
tending to the vegetable garden and the chickens and handling daily sales and 
distribution of produce to the market. On a daily basis, tasks are distributed equally 
to individuals or handled as a group depending on their scale and urgency. 
5.3.1.3 Emerging leadership structure 
There is evidence of strong leadership led by the executive in consultation with other 
project members. The older project members share their knowledge and experience 
while the newer members also bring to the project different perspectives. There was 
no evidence of competition or undermining of each other. Project members said in 
working as a team, ‘We recognise and respect the differences in age and gender but 
we work as equal partners.’ It is important that in particular the long-standing project 
members should ensure sustainability and knowledge of the project in the event that 
they leave the project for any reason whatsoever. The chairperson of the project 
reported that one of their concerns is the succession of project leadership. The 
executive members are older than seventy and may not be able to continue with the 
same energy, hence, succession planning has to be taken into account. 
5.3.1.4 Formalisation of group structure 
The Ilita farming project was registered in 2009 with the Companies and Intellectual 
Property Registration Office (CIPRO). It is also listed as one of the projects 
supported by the Department of Social Development and Special Programmes. The 
project is owned and controlled by project members and they make decisions as a 
collective. 
5.3.2 Group behaviour 
5.3.2.1 Changing nature of involvement of project group members 
This indicator is evidently high in the project despite the small number of project 
members. As shown in chapter four, the number of project members has not grown 
beyond the initial eleven that started the project; only three of the co-founder 
members are still there. Others have left for various reasons and the project is 
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careful about including new people. However, the need to ensure a committed team 
to succeed the current executive is of vital importance to sustain the project. 
5.3.2.2 Emerging sense of collective will and solidarity 
This indicator is not consistently present. We see from the findings on the changing 
size of membership and project involvement that although the project was started by 
eleven community members who mobilised themselves with few resources and a 
shared vision to fight unemployment, lack of income and skills development, some 
members have since left the project. However, those that stayed on work as a 
collective in planning and executing tasks as well as sharing equitably in the fruits of 
the project. Marsden and Oakley (1998:155) argue that solidarity is one of the 
neglected functions in conventional thinking. They state that for sustained 
development, a collective needs to have mechanisms which will ensure that conflicts 
and tensions are handled fairly; that people care for each other in distress; and that 
some elements of the body do not develop at the expense of other elements which 
would retard the process of development for all of them. 
5.3.2.3 Involvement in group discussions and decisions 
This indicator is present and high as the project members take decisions and plan as 
a collective. However, because it was not possible to observe meetings over a 
period of time, it is difficult to reach a conclusion that the meetings are open and 
democratic where project members can constructively criticise aspects of the project. 
However, during the group discussions, I observed that all project members were 
relaxed and open to discuss different aspects of the project and all agreed that they 
hold daily meetings. According to Hirokawa and Scoot-Poole (1986), there is a world 
of difference between making a decision alone and making a group decision. The 
unique chemistry of social interaction can distil the best that each member has to 
offer, creating a resonance of reaction ideas and a synthesis of viewpoints. 
Communication remains an important catalyst for this social change. 
5.3.2.4. Ability to analyse and explain issues and problems 
This indicator is present in the project because the project members are able to 
articulate the project needs, activities and future plans and deal with external 
organisations without necessarily being led or assisted by an external person. They 
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are able to write project proposals and respond to requests from external 
organisations when there is need. This is evident particularly among the older project 
members. Again, similarly to collective decision-making, members meet and discuss 
issues that affect them as individuals and the project. The benefit of this is that 
problems are shared and dealt with immediately before they affect project 
performance. 
5.3.4 Group self-reliance 
5.3.4.1 Increased ability of project group to propose and consider courses of action 
Project members demonstrate this indicator as they are able to meet their objectives, 
identify challenges, and seek solutions. For example, they were able to identify the 
problem of security and sought a solution to this by requesting assistance from their 
partners. Marsden and Oakley (1998:46) state that self-reliance presupposes that 
external organisations play very little part in project management and that it gives 
people power. Self-reliance is strengthened by a collective identity deriving not only 
material strength but also mental strength from solidarity, sharing and caring for each 
other and from acting as a unit to move forward and resist domination. In the Ilita 
farming project, external partners play a very big role when it comes to supporting 
the project with resources, training and information. Although the project relies on 
external help for project expansion, at the same time project members themselves 
have commitment and take initiative to manage the project in a sustained way. 
Burkey (1993:50) states that one cannot make people self-reliant; people become 
self-reliant. It is more a question of attitude than money and materials. It is therefore 
important that projects develop strong self-reliance while being assisted externally 
and do not rely solely on external assistance. 
5.3.4.2 Group members’ knowledge and understanding of government policies and 
programmes 
This indicator is about project members being aware of government policies and 
programmes. From the responses given by project members on the nature of 
partnerships with government departments, there is knowledge to a certain extent, 
particularly that which relates to the project such as, nature of reporting and the 
requirements for an application for funding. The project has approached 
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stakeholders to participate in different aspects of the project’s needs. For example, 
these requests include access to land from the Buffalo City Municipality, access to 
agricultural technical support on inspecting farm produce for quality and access to 
funding from government. According to Dudley (1993:8) aid is predicated on the 
existence of outsiders with resources – and resources mean power. The selfish 
intervener can use that power to manipulate events, such as trade deals, to his own 
advantage. The genuine intervener is faced with the problem of how to exercise that 
power in the most equitable, just and effective manner. In this study, the findings 
show that the partnerships that the project has with government departments leans 
towards empowering the project without the threat of dominance. Hence, one may 
conclude that the power that the government departments have is not manipulative 
but empowering for the project. 
5.3.4.3 Changing relationship of group with project staff/group facilitator 
This indicator can be said to be absent as there are no external agents managing the 
project. However, with references to the accountant and long-term partners, one may 
conclude that sound relations exist among project members. 
5.3.4.4 Formalisation of independent identity of the group 
This indicator is similar to formalisation of the group structure. The project is 
registered, has a constitution, some level of recognition in the community, district 
and province as well as a number of partnerships. It functions optimally. Because the 
project is established, it is visible to potential partners because it is known through 
existing partnerships, particularly to government departments. Over the years, the 
project has established a wider market within but largely outside, the Ilita community 
in the surrounding villages of Mdantsane, Bovana and the broader King Williams 
Town area. Development agencies tend to want to work with established projects 
that have a reputation of success and potential for sustained development. It is not 
surprising that the Department of Social Development and Special Programmes 
chose the Ilita farming project to pilot the orange-fleshed potato project in partnership 
with ABSA bank. 
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5.3.4.5 Independent action undertaken by the group 
While independent action is usually taken by project members, these members 
mentioned that they rely on the support (funding, training, technical assistance) from 
their stakeholders that has in many ways translated into improved operations. 
Project members use their initiative to mobilise themselves, find assistance and 
manage the project. The project uses both indigenous knowledge and external 
knowledge from partners. This is important as noted in the literature review where 
Mohan (2002:5) states that participatory development stresses the need for local 
knowledge as it allows one to see the point of view of those that are directly affected 
by the development intervention. This allows for external partners to respond to the 
project members’ articulated needs. 
5.4 SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF THE INDICATORS OF PARTICIPATION 
According to Oakley (1991:251), there are some group characteristics that are 
evident before and after the process of participation, as follows: 
Before participation there is individualism (lack of collective action), lack of 
critical analysis and inability to explain causes of problems, economic and 
political dependence on others, lack of confidence, lack of any form of 
organisation and suspicion, isolation and fear of discussion. 
He further adds that after participation the following characteristics present 
themselves: 
...group cohesion and sense of solidarity, internal group structure, and 
element of self-management, increasing ability to analyse and discuss 
critically, collective activities, ability to deal with and relate to officials 
(increased confidence) and interest in linking with other groups. 
While I cannot ascertain the group characteristics that were present before the 
process of participation in the Ilita farming project, using the indicators presented 
above, I can conclude that Oakley’s characteristics after participation are indeed 
present in the Ilita farming project. As pointed out by Morrissey (2000:63), 
participation has developmental benefits if it promotes new values, attitudes, skills, 
and knowledge in the participants themselves. These developmental benefits are 
evident in the qualitative and quantitative indicators above. 
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Dudley (1993:7) comments ‘that despite community participation being obligatory in 
all policy documents and project proposals from international donors and 
implementing agencies, thus ‘winning the war of words beyond the rhetoric’, its 
success is less evident. The most fundamental split according to Dudley (1993:7) is 
between those who see participation as a means to an end and those who advocate 
it as an end in itself. As a goal in itself, community participation appears necessary to 
‘stimulate individual and social well-being.’ Turner and Fichter (1972, in Dudley, 
1993:7) and Raniga and Simpson (2002:182) argue that in the democratic South 
Africa, community participation has become central in the broad field of social 
development as a model for addressing and balancing the injustices of the past. The 
concept of participation is highlighted in a number of policy documents relating to 
community development. Raniga and Simpson (2002) make reference to the  White 
Paper for Social Welfare (1997), which states that one of the aims of the 
developmental approach to welfare is to encourage the active involvement of people 
in their own development.(2002:183). 
In this case study, evaluating participation as both a means and an end in itself, the 
success of participation is strongly evident in the Ilita farming project. This defeats 
arguments in the literature as there is evidence of both spontaneous and interactive 
participation; it is more of a liberating process that has led to empowerment and self-
mobilisation. Members of the Ilita farming project mobilised themselves to start up 
the project with few resources and no real benefit from the project in the initial years. 
At present they experience personal development in terms of having a source of 
livelihood, skills development, relationships, networks, confidence and leadership. 
After analysing and interpreting participation using Oakley’s qualitative and 
quantitative indicators as they relate to the Ilita farming project, it is quite evident that 
participation is significantly high in the majority of the indicators. From these findings, 
one can conclude that project participants are able to manage potential factors that 
would have affected participation negatively. In this study, there is evidence of strong 
commitment and skills development that have taken place through the assistance of 
the Department of Social Development, the DoA, and the ECDC; there is 
transparency among all members in terms of project funds, operations, networks 
with other institutions; there is strong leadership by the executive who are 
consultative and empowering. 
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5.5 SUSTAINABILITY AND SUCCESS OF THE PROJECT 
According to Prokopy (2005:1801) citing Clever (2001), despite the increased 
emphasis placed on participation in a developmental project, there is little empirical 
evidence to support the claim that participation has a positive relationship with 
project outcomes. However, from this study, I have found that there is a positive 
relationship between participation and project outcomes. Participation is at a high 
level. Considering that participation was evaluated from a developmental point of 
view where the understanding was that participation is both a means to development 
and an end in itself, the level of success in participation translates into the project’s 
success and sustainability. Separate analysis of the different aspects of the project 
and of participation, has shown that there is evidence of success of the project over 
time from the initial start to its current state today. Success here is measured by the 
objectives of the project which started out to deal with the problem of lack of income 
opportunities, lack of employment, growing poverty, and lack of skills among the 
community of Ilita. 
The commitment to the project by its project members resulted in the survival and 
expansion of the project beyond simply rearing chickens in members’ backyards to 
attracting significant support from government and other stakeholders. This factor 
has improved the level of sustainability of the project as evidenced in the provision of 
resources and infrastructure such as land donated by the Buffalo City Municipality for 
the project site, provision of funds for construction of a chicken run, chicken feed, 
mini-abattoir, cold room and water infrastructure (borehole) for a constant water 
supply needed for vegetable gardens. 
With regards to the project’s long-term success and sustainability, my analysis of the 
internal sustainability of the project is that the experience, training, commitment and 
shared vision by project members and the quality of leadership by the executive, has 
had a significant impact on the success and sustainability of the project. However, 
the threat to this success and sustainability might be seen when the current 
executive fails to have a plan in place to ensure the continuity of the quality of 
participation. In terms of information provided by the project members on the 
contribution of their partners to the project, it appears that although the project 
survived and showed resilience, especially during the initial years when it self-
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sustained itself without external assistance, the current support from project partners 
plays a significant contribution to the sustainability of the project. The question is 
what will happen to the project when support from the project partners, particularly 
from the Department of Social Development and Special Programmes, ceases? In 
an interview with the representative from this department, it was reported that the 
department’s financial support is meant to run from between three to five years. The 
cessation of this support may have a negative impact on the level of project success 
and sustainability in the long term. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
6.1 CONCLUSION 
This study has attempted to show how participation affects the sustainability and 
success of the Ilita farming project. Using both qualitative and quantitative indicators 
of participation by Oakley et al. (1991), I have shown that there is a high level of 
participation by members of the project which leads to the sustainability and success 
of the project. 
The Ilita farming project is a success because it has achieved its initial objectives of 
creating employment, generating income, acquiring skills, and has the potential for 
expansion. In addition, the expansion of project activities has increased and sustains 
the project income throughout the year as some funds are saved to be ploughed 
back into the project while others cover the payment of overheads including monthly 
salaries and the insurance of the project. The study has shown that success in 
participation is linked to the success and sustainability of the Ilita farming project. 
Project success can be sustained on a long-term basis with a high level of 
participation through commitment, hard work, leadership, consultation, teamwork 
and respect for each other as equal partners, irrespective of differences in age, 
gender and length of membership of the project. 
6.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 
In terms of the project structure and management, the Ilita farming project is a small-
scale business enterprise and has over the past ten years had fewer than ten 
members and has been successful. This confirms Louw’s (2002:2) argument in 
chapter two (page 16), that at a local level, it is the small-scale participatory 
developmental efforts to bring about concrete change that enable people to develop 
and become empowered. It is not known whether with a larger number of 
participants, the same level of participation and project success and sustainability 
would be achieved. A study on the relationship between the number of project 
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members, the level of participation and the project outcomes is recommended to 
determine this. 
The level of internal sustainability i.e. the ability for the project to maintain its own 
development momentum is evidently high. Good leadership is important. The 
executive has led the project from its inception in 2003 to date with a clear vision and 
long-term commitment. This quality of leadership, according to the executive, is 
required to ensure project continuity; hence they have raised the concern of having 
in place a succession plan to take over the leadership once they are unable to work 
due to old age. A recommended study would be to assess whether community 
participatory projects have succession planning as part of their strategic and 
futuristic outlook. 
The assistance through secondary project partners has enhanced the level of 
sustainability. So partnerships in the Ilita farming project have had a significant 
impact on the level of success and sustainability of the project. This finding confirms 
Morrissey’s (2000:63) findings from a study on an Empowerment Zones and 
Enterprise Communities programme (EZ/EC) programme. This author found that 
there is a positive correlation between the existence of partnerships and whether 
progress is achieved in the programme. Based on the EZ/EC model, Morrissey 
concluded that it seems important therefore, to monitor both grassroots participation 
and the formation of community-based partnerships at every phase of the 
developmental process. A study on type and quality of partnerships between 
participatory developmental projects and secondary stakeholders would be 
recommended. 
6.3 GAPS IN THE STUDY 
Not all indicators are present in the Ilita farming project. Oakley et al. (1991:252) 
point out that not all indicators in the framework would be present or relevant to the 
project. Qualitative indicators need to be observed over time. This requires more 
time and resources. The concern of many researchers is that time and resources are 
usually limited (1991:248). In conclusion, there is a direct correlation between the 
quality of participation and project outcomes in the Ilita farming project. To a larger 
extent, a positive relation between the two depends on the quality and level of 
participation as well as the type of project. 
79 
 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
Babbie, E. 2011. Introduction to social research. Belmont: Wadsworth. 
Bless, C. & Higson-Smith, C. 2000. Fundamentals of social research methods: an 
African perspective. Lansdowne: Juta. 
Botes, L. & Van Rensburg, D. 2000. Community participation in development: nine 
plagues and twelve commandments. Community Development Journal, 35(1):41–58. 
Bryant, C. and White, L. 1982. Managing development in the third world. Boulder, 
Colo: Westview Press 
Burkey, S. 1993. People first: a guide to self-reliant, participatory rural development. 
London: Zed Books. 
Chambers, R. 1997. Whose reality counts? Putting the first last. London: 
Intermediate Technology Publications. 
Constantino-David, K. 1983. Community organisation and people’s participation. 
Uppsala: Dag Hammarskjold Center. 
Craig, G. & Mayo, M. (eds) 1995. Community empowerment: a reader in 
participation and development. London: Zed Books. 
Davids, I., Theron, F. & Maphunye, K. 2005. Participatory development in South 
Africa: a development management perspective.Pretoria: Van Schalk. 
Dawson, C. 2002. Practical research methods: a user-friendly guide to mastering 
research techniques and projects. UK: Constable and Robinson. 
DeGabriele, J. 2002. Improving community based management of boreholes: a case 
study from Malawi. University of Wisconsin, Madison. 
Desai, V. & Potter, R. 2002. The companion to development studies. London: 
Arnold. 
Dube, N. 2009. Evaluating participation in development projects. MA thesis, 
University of Stellenbosch. 
80 
 
Dudley, E. 1993. The critical villager: beyond community participation. London: 
Routledge. 
Eastern Cape Department of Social Development and special Programmes annual 
report 2010/11 
Esteva, G. & Prakash, M. 1998. Grassroots post-modernism: rethinking the soil 
cultures. London: Zed Books. 
Everatt, D. 2001. RAP-85 Survey report. Commissioned by the Department of Public 
Works. Johannesburg: Strategy & Tactics. 
Everatt, D., Gwagwa, N. & Shezi, S. S.a. Empowerment through infrastructure 
delivery: taking public works into the next millennium. Johannesburg, South Africa. 
Galijart,B. 1981. Participatory development project:some conclusions from research. 
Sociologia Ruralis. Vol.21(2):142-159. 
Gilbert, A. & Ward, P. 1984. Community action by the urban poor: democratic 
involvement, community self-help or a means of social control? World Development, 
12:8–20. 
Gran,G. 1985. Development by people. New York: Prarger. 
Hakim,P.1982. Lessons from grassroots development experience in Latin America 
and the ‘Çaribbean’. Assignment children, Vol.59 (60):137-141. 
Hirokawa, Y. & Scott-Poole, M. 1986. Communication and group decision-making. 
California: SAGE. 
Jennings, R. 2000. Participatory development as new paradigm: the transition of 
development professionalism. Prepared for the ‘Community- based reintegration and 
rehabilitation in post-conflict settings conference held in Washington, DC, in October 
2000. 
Khosa, M. 2000. Infrastructure mandates for change 1994–1999. Pretoria: HSRC. 
Louw, H. 2002. Process is power in small grassroots participatory development 
efforts. Africanus, 32(2):44–58. 
81 
 
Mansuri, G. & Rao, V. 2004. Community-based and driven development: a critical 
review. The World Bank Research Observer, 19(1):1–39. 
Marais, H. 2007. Public participation and intergrated development planning. Critical 
review of literature on public participation in local development. Johannesburg. 
Marsden, D. & Oakley, P. (eds), 1998. Evaluating social development projects. 
Development guidelines No. 5 
Mayo, M. & Craig, G. 1995. Community participation and empowerment: the human 
face of structural adjustment or tools for democratic transformation? In Craig, G. & 
Mayo, M. (eds) Community empowerment: a reader in participation and 
development. London: Zed Books. 
Midgley, J., Hall, A., Hardiman, M. & Narine, D. (eds). 1986. Community 
participation, social development and the state. London: Methuen. 
Morgan, I. 1993. Community participation in health: the politics primary care in Costa 
Rica. Cambridge Univrsity Press: New York,N.Y. 
Mohan, G. & Stokke, B. 2000. Participatory development and empowerment: the 
dangers of localism. Third World Quarterly 21(2):247–68. 
Mohan, G. 2001. Participatory development. In Desai, V. & Potter, R. (eds). 2002. 
The companion to development studies. New York: Oxford University Press. 
Morrissey, J. 2000. Indicators of citizen participation: lessons from learning teams in 
rural EZ/EC communities. Community Development Journal, 35(1):59–74. 
Mouton, J. & Marais, H.C. 1996. Basic concepts in the methodology of social 
science. Pretoria: HSRC. 
Nelson, N. & Wright, S. 1995. Participation and power. In Nelson, N. & Wright, S. 
(eds). Power and participation development: theory and practice. London: Intermedia 
Technology Publications. 
Neuman, W. L. 1997. Social research methods: qualitative and quantitative 
approaches. USA: Allyn & Bacon. 
82 
 
Oakley, P. 1991. Projects with people: the practice of participation in rural 
development. Geneva: International Labour Office. 
Ostrom, E. 1996. Crossing the great divide: co-production, synergy and 
development. World Development, 24(6):1073–1087. 
Prokopy, L. 2005. The relationship between participation and project outcomes: 
evidence from rural water supply projects in India. World Development, 33(11):1801–
1819. 
Rashman,M.A. 1993. Pople’s self development. Zed, London, UK. 
Raniga, T. & Simpson, B. 2002. Community participation: rhetoric or reality? Social 
Work: a Professional Journal for the Social Worker. 38(2):182–19. 
Rubin, H. & Rubin, I. 1995. Qualitative interviewing: the art of hearing data. USA: 
Sage. 
Schurink, E.M. 1998. Participatory action research as a tool for sustainable social 
development and reconstruction. In: De Vos, A.S. (ed). Research at grassroots: a 
primer for the caring professions. Pretoria: Van Schaik. 
Simanowitz, A. 1997. Community participation/community-driven. (Paper read at a 
seminar on Water and Sanitation for All: Partnerships and Innovations at the 23rd 
WEDC Conference, Durban, South Africa.) Unpublished. 
Van der Waldt,G. & Knipe,A. 1998. Project management for strategic change and 
upliftment. Johannesburg: International Thomson Publishing 
Yin, R. 1994. Case study research. Applied social research methods series. Volume 
5. USA: SAGE. 
83 
 
 
APPENDIX 1 
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
My name is ................................................. from the Nelson Mandela Metro 
University in Port Elizabeth. I am conducting a study to evaluate the Ilitha Farming 
Project in order to determine how community participation affects the success and 
sustainability of the development project. 
The study requires that I interview members and partners of this project. All 
information from the interviews is confidential and I will not quote your name in any 
of the reports. The information gathered is specifically for the study. With your 
permission, I would like to use the interview schedule to facilitate our discussion. The 
interview has different sections covering: background of the project, partnerships, 
community participation, project performance, success and sustainability. Please feel 
free to add any other information relevant to the discussion. 
 
BACKGROUND OF THE PROJECT 
1. Could you please tell me what is your understanding of community-driven 
development? How would you explain it in your own words? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
2. Could you please describe the Ilitha Farming Project. (What it does, how 
many project members and why it was started.) 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
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 ____________________________________________________________ 
3. I understand that this project was started in July 2003. Could you please in 
your own words tell me how the project was initiated (Here I will probe to 
find out what steps the community followed to start the project, who 
were the leaders/committees and partners/funders/donors.) 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
4. Who was involved in initiating the process? (Need to know what positions 
the initiators hold in the community, how many there were, are they still 
in the project?) 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
5. How did the project obtain funding? (Here I will probe to find out if 
members contribute towards the project and if they had funding 
assistance from the local municipality, NGOs, or government 
departments.) 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
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6. Who are the main beneficiaries of the project? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
7. Were there any processes to ensure that women and youth are part of the 
project? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
8. Does the project have women who form part of the project? (Here I will also 
probe to find out how many women are part of the management and if 
they take part in decision-making.) 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
Does the project have youth as part of project membership?  
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
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9. How does the project operate on a day to day basis? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
10. When was the project formally registered? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
11. Does the project hold regular meetings? If yes, what issues are discussed? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
12. How is decision-making done in the project? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
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13. How are project finances managed? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
14. How do you see the future of the project in terms of its existence and 
expansion? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
I WOULD LIKE US TO TALK ABOUT PARTNERSHIPS 
15. Does the project have any formal or informal partnerships with any other 
organisations?(CBO, NGO, private or public organisations). (Here I will 
probe to find out the kind of partnership formed, with whom, why and 
the benefits/challenges.) 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
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16.  Does the project receive external financial and/or technical support from 
external partners? Please give details. 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
17. Has your project formed business partnerships with any organisations? (I will 
probe to find out what type of partnership, and its benefits and 
problems.) 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
18.  As a partner in the project, what role does the government (Department of 
Social Development and Special Programmes) play in the project? Please 
give details. 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
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I WOULD LIKE US TO TALK ABOUT COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION. 
19.  How do project members participate in this project? Please explain. 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
20. What would you say are the benefits of being a member of the project. 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
21.  Is the Ilitha community participating in the project? If yes, how has their 
participation affected the project’s performance? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
 
22.  Has the project empowered the community in any way? And if so, please 
explain in detail how. (I will probe to find out if the project is benefiting 
other community members who are not part of the project, if they are 
using the project in any way and what problems, if at all, the project is 
experiencing.) 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
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 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
23.  What would be the main contributing factors to the success of the project? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
24.  What would be the main contributing factors that inhibit the project (I will 
probe for challenges that may be limiting the project from achieving its 
objectives.) 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
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I WOULD LIKE US TO TALK ABOUT THE PROJECT PERFORMANCE: 
SUCCESS AND SUSTAINABILITY. 
25.  How has the performance of the project been from 2003 to date? (Probe for 
specific details on project output, project expansion/diversification, 
membership, financial growth, etc.) 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
26.  From your experience in the project, what strategies have worked to keep the 
project going? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
27. Would you say the project is a success or a failure and why? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
92 
 
 
28. What lessons have you learnt over the years from the project success and 
sustainability? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
29. Over the years, what challenges would you say affect the project success and 
sustainability? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
30. Does this project have an operations and maintenance plan? Please explain. 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
31. Does the project have a monitoring and evaluation plan. Please explain. 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
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32.  Since the project started in 2003, has it had to change its manner of 
operation because it was facing risk of closure? (Probe for possible 
problems faced by the project and how they were resolved for the 
project to have survived.) 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
33.  What skills do project members have? (Technical, management, financial 
etc.) 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
Does the project have a bookkeeper? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
What issues would you like to raise on participatory development projects? 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 ____________________________________________________________ 
 
I THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND CONTRIBUTIONS 
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